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ABSTRACT 
 
 Consumers increasingly share information about products, services, and brands 
with other consumers via online and offline channels. They chat about purchases with 
friends, post pictures of new products on Instagram, write restaurant reviews on Yelp, 
and tweet about brands. Researchers have shown that these types of active consumer 
social interactions (ACSI) lead to increased sales, purchase intentions, product 
judgments, and product diffusion. However, despite the influential nature of ACSI, few 
researchers have created validated scales to measure a person's intention to engage in 
ACSI (ACSII) that encompass the wide range of communication activities that comprise 
the construct. Therefore, to address this gap, the current research developed a reliable, 
validated scale measuring six distinct ACSII activities: word-of-mouth, video sharing, 
texting, emailing, online reviewing, and blogging, that were shown to be generalizable 
across positive and negative product and service scenarios. 
 The method involved eleven steps and three rounds of data collection to ensure a 
reliable and valid scale. First, a comprehensive literature review was conducted to define 
the construct of ACSII, investigate related variables, and place the ACSII construct in a 
theoretical framework. Then, a pilot study with 912 students and staff of a large 
midwestern university was conducted to gather qualitative data from participants about 
experiences with ACSI in order to confirm and adjust the conceptualization of the ACSI 
construct outlined in the literature review. The data from the pilot survey were analyzed, 
and 97 initial items to measure ASCII were developed from the analysis. The content 
x 
validity of the items was assured through the comprehensive literature review, pilot data 
analysis, expert reviews, and pretests with graduate students.  
 The items were then assessed for reliability and construct (including convergent, 
discriminant, and nomological validity) and criterion validity and refined with two 
samples and five consumer scenarios. The factor structure of the ACSII scale was 
uncovered and the number of scale items was refined using exploratory factor analyses. 
These analyses resulted in a 30-item scale measuring six distinct, correlated, ACSII 
factors: video sharing, WOM, emailing, texting, online reviewing, and blogging. The 
construct and criterion validity of the scale were assessed with confirmatory factor 
analyses (CFAs) and structural equation modeling (SEM). The reliability of the ACSII 
factors was excellent and the CFAs and SEMs established the convergent and 
discriminant validity of the scale, partially established nomological validity, and 
confirmed the criterion validity of the scale. These analyses culminated in a reliable and 
valid ACSII scale that was shown to be generalizable across positive and negative 
product and service experiences in the apparel, electronics, and food services industries.
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CHAPTER 1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
 In the course of everyday life, consumers share their thoughts, attitudes, opinions, 
and recommendations on a variety of brands, products, and services. They mention 
advertising they saw on TV, make recommendations about restaurants, show off their 
latest purchases, and complain about service at the local café. Electronically, they send 
email coupons to friends, tweet about brands, and upload vacation photos to social media. 
Market research by Google and Keller Fay (2011) has indicated that these social 
interactions between consumers result in 3.3 billion brand impressions per day in the 
U.S., and because consumers view family, friends, and acquaintances as trustworthy 
sources of information (De Matos, & Rossi, 2008; Nielsen, 2015), these social 
interactions have been shown to have a significant influence on consumer behavior 
(Chen, Wang, & Xie, 2011; Katz & Lazarfeld, 1957/2006; McShane, Bradlow, & Berger, 
2012; Rosario, Sotgiu, de Valck, & Bijmolt, 2016). 
 Consumer social interaction (CSI) is defined as an action (or actions) by an 
individual, who is not perceived to be involved in selling the product or service, that 
"impacts others’ expected utility for that product or service" (Godes et al., 2005, p. 416). 
For example, when a friend recommends their favorite restaurant to another consumer, 
the action of recommending impacts the other consumer's expectation that they will gain 
satisfaction from eating at the restaurant and will increase the likelihood that they will try 
the restaurant. Or, when a family member shows off his or her new brand of shoes, but 
walks awkwardly in them, that action may negatively impact the likelihood that other  
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family members' will develop an interest in the brand. Thus, through CSI, the action of 
one consumer influences the consumption-related thoughts and/or behaviors of another.   
 CSIs can be characterized as episodes of interpersonal communication between 
two (or more) actors (Orzcan, 2004, Godes, et al., 2005). The actors include the source of 
the "action" and the receiver(s) of the "impact" or influence. There are many actions that 
an individual (source) may take that can influence the behavior of other consumers. 
Godes et al. (2005) noted, "these actions range from face-to-face recommendations from 
a friend to the passive observation of what a stranger is wearing" (p. 416). Thus, 
individuals may spread influence actively by communicating with other consumers about 
products, services, or brands, or more passively by sending messages about their 
consumption preferences through their day-to-day actions, such as driving a certain brand 
of car, or patronizing a specific restaurant. Active and passive forms of CSI can be 
distinguished by the intent of the source. If the source intends to communicate 
information about the product, service, or brand, then the CSI can be said to be active; 
otherwise, the CSI is passive.    
 There are various channels (e.g., online, offline) and channel modalities (e.g., 
oral, textual, visual communication) across which the actions of the source may influence 
the receiver. Consumers may interact about product, services, or brands in person or on 
the telephone, or they may communicate across a variety of online channels, such as by 
email, messaging applications, social media, or online discussion boards, among others. 
CSI channels are also characterized by the oral (i.e., spoken), textual (i.e., written), or 
visual modes of communication they afford (Berger & Iyengar, 2013). For example, CSIs 
that occur in person allow the source and receiver to communicate via oral and visual  
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communication channels, while those that occur online may allow for oral, textual, and/or 
visual communication.  
 Another important aspect of CSI is that it is perceived to be non-commercially 
motivated (i.e., informal, no active involvement in selling the product, service, or brand) 
by the consumer on the receiving end of the interaction (Godes et al., 2005; Westbrook, 
1987). This importance is derived from the fact that an action regarding a product, 
service, or brand that is perceived to be non-commercially motivated is considerably 
more influential than paid advertising (Katz & Lazarfeld, 1957/2006). However, 
researchers have shown that the perception of commerciality is non-static and can be 
manipulated through priming. Tuk, Verlegh, Smidts, & Wigboldus (2009) found that 
when consumers were primed with relational words suggesting friendship (compared to a 
customer/salesperson relationship), financially motivated recommendations had the same 
influence on consumer behavior as non-commercially motivated CSI. Thus, CSI must 
only be perceived to be informal or non-commercially motivated to influence consumer 
behavior. 
 The influence that stems from CSI is due to the information about another 
consumer's product, service, or brand preference that is passed between consumers during 
the interaction. When consumers make decisions, they consider the preferences of other 
consumers in addition to the characteristics of the product, service, or brand (Narayan, 
Rao, & Saunders, 2011; Burnkrant & Cousineau, 1975). Consumers consider the 
preferences of other consumers because of the human need for conformity and 
differentiation (Simmel, 1957). For example, if an individual's peer group is actively and 
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passively expressing their preference for a specific brand, the individual may adopt that 
brand in order to identify with his/her peer group, or may choose a different brand to 
express his/her individuality. Although the preference for conformity versus 
differentiation varies across cultures and time periods (Bond & Smith, 1996), individuals 
are more likely to conform than differentiate from the opinions and behaviors of others. 
Asch (1955) famously demonstrated the power of conformity showing that three-quarters 
of respondents would respond to a basic question incorrectly (e.g., would call white 
black), if the six people before them had all given the incorrect answer.  
 The power of conformity has also been demonstrated in studies focusing on CSI 
and researchers have shown that both passive and active forms of CSI result in influences 
on consumer behavior (Chen et al., 2011; Katz & Lazarfeld, 1957/2006; McShane et al., 
2012). Katz & Lazarfeld (1957) found that consumers could influence other consumers' 
fashion purchases by actively talking about the fashions and by passively wearing the 
fashions in sight of other consumers. Similarly, Chen et al. (2011) found that for an 
online retailer, a consumer's written product recommendation and an automatic posting of 
the product they had purchased were both significantly related to sales for that specific 
product. McShane et al. (2012) demonstrated that consumers' visible consumption of a 
specific brand of car was a significant driver of sales for that same vehicle. Thus, the 
range of consumer actions that are encompassed by CSI have all been shown to influence 
consumer behavior. 
 The extant research on CSI focuses on aspects of the CSI construct, such as word-
of-mouth, electronic word-of-mouth, and observational learning, but few researchers 
have investigated CSI as a whole. Word-of-mouth (WOM) is an offline, active, oral form 
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of CSI, defined as "informal communications directed at other consumers about the 
ownership, usage, or characteristics of particular goods and services and/or their sellers" 
(Westbrook, 1987, p. 261). WOM is typically thought of as face-to-face communications 
between family, friends, and acquaintances about products, services, or brands 
(Schiffman, Kanuk, & Wisenbilt, 2010). However, WOM also includes other forms of 
interpersonal communication, such as telephone or mail communication. 
 Electronic word-of-mouth (e-WOM) is an active, online form of CSI defined as: 
Any positive or negative statement made by potential, actual, or former customers 
about a product or company, which is made available to a multitude of people and 
institutions via the Internet. (Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, Walsh, & Gremler, 2004, 
p. 39) 
Bronner and de Hoog (2009) defined e-WOM simply as "consumers’ comments about 
products and services posted on the Internet" (p. 1). e-WOM includes interpersonal 
communications such as sending emails, texts, and tweets, and posting on newsgroups, 
discussion forums, social media, brand-managed websites, consumer review sites, blogs, 
and more. 
 Observational learning (OL) is a concept related to CSI that encompasses the 
influence of a CSI from the viewpoint of the receiver. Observational learning occurs 
when a person acquires new skills or behaviors as a result of observing the skills or 
behaviors of others (Greer, Dudek-Singer, and Gautreaux, 2006). Bikhchandani, 
Hirshleifer, and Welch (1998) defined observational learning as, "influence resulting 
from rational processing of information gained by observing others" (p. 152). In the 
context of consumer behavior, new skills or behaviors include brand preferences, 
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purchase behaviors, or product searches. For example, imagine a consumer in an 
unfamiliar town is looking for a restaurant and has two choices, restaurant A that had 
been advertised at the hotel, and restaurant B, a restaurant they can see is filled with 
patrons. Researchers modeling herding behavior and information cascades have shown 
that with limited prior information, the consumer is more likely to choose the restaurant 
filled with patrons based on his or her observation of the restaurant choice of other 
consumers (Banerjee, 1992; Bikhchandani et al., 1998). Taking the source into 
consideration, OL can also be defined as the influence that results from the observable 
actions of a source in choosing certain products, brands, or services. These actions may 
be observed directly by the receiver, or a third party could report them to the receiver, 
such as when a waiter reports the most popular dish to patrons.  
 Although WOM, e-WOM, and OL do not address CSI as a whole, each has been 
found to influence consumer behavior. WOM is the most trusted source of consumer 
information when compared to e-WOM and advertising (Nielsen, 2015) and has been 
shown to influence short-term and long-term product judgments (Bone, 1995), product 
and fashion adoption (Katz & Lazarfeld, 1957/2006), brand evaluations (Laczniak, 
DeCarlo, & Ramaswami, 2001), and new product purchases (Arndt, 1967). In 
comparison to traditional advertising, WOM has been found to be seven times more 
effective than newspapers and magazines in influencing consumers to purchase products 
(Katz & Lazarfeld, 1957/2006). Moreover, in comparison to customers gained through 
traditional marketing practices, customers gained through WOM lead to twice the net 
sales over the lifetime of the customer-firm relationship (Villanueva, Yoo, & Hanssens, 
2008). In fact, in a study conducted by Google and Keller Fay (2011), more than half of 
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the consumers surveyed reported that they were likely to purchase a brand, product, or 
service based on WOM. Additional market research has indicated that a 10% increase in 
WOM results in a 0.2% to 1.5% increase in sales (Market Share & Keller Fay, 2012).  
 Following WOM and brand-managed websites, e-WOM is the third most trusted 
source of consumer information (Nielsen, 2015). However, e-WOM may have a more 
wide-ranging impact than WOM as it has the power to immediately reach thousands of 
consumers via the Internet (Schiffman et al., 2010). Market research by Nielsen (2015) 
indicated that 69% of consumers reported they would make a purchase based on the 
online opinions of others, and the impact of e-WOM has been demonstrated across 
industries. In the fashion industry, fashion bloggers have replaced celebrities in the front 
row of major fashion shows, because of their ability to reach consumers (Justice, 2016). 
In the restaurant industry, a half-star rating increase on the online consumer review site, 
Yelp.com, translates into a 20% increase in the frequency of selling out (Anderson & 
Magruder, 2012). For automotive consumers, 74% say that online consumer review sites 
are the most helpful sources of information when buying a car (Bond Jr., 2016). Rosario 
et al. (2016) have confirmed the positive impact of e-WOM on purchase activity; their 
recent meta-analysis illustrated that e-WOM has a significant relationship with sales for a 
variety of product types and channels (e.g., social media, consumer review sites). This is 
reflected in industry where the proportion of marketing budgets devoted to cultivating e-
WOM has tripled over the past five years (Moorman, 2016).   
 In comparison to WOM and e-WOM, OL has received much less attention in the 
marketing literature (Chen et al., 2011). However, Katz and Lazarfeld (1957/2013) 
indicated that consumers were influenced to purchase fashions that other consumers were 
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seen wearing and Ruane and Wallace (2013) also found that women's clothing purchases 
were influenced by what they saw others wearing on social network sites. McShane et al. 
(2012) found that seeing other consumers driving a specific brand of car was significantly 
related to sales for that brand of car. Chen et al. (2011) and Cheung, Xiao, & Liu (2014) 
both found that posting the number of consumers who had previously chosen a product 
(OL) had a significant positive impact on purchases for two online retailers. 
 Particularly absent from the extant research is the study of CSIs that involve 
visual communication (King, Racherla, & Bush, 2014). Consumers are increasingly 
communicating with visually based applications. Many of the current top ten social 
network applications for iOS are visually based photo and video-sharing applications, 
such as SnapChat (a photo-sharing application), Instagram, and YouTube, ("Top Apps,", 
2016). Moreover, the social media company, Twitter, recently bought Periscope, the 
video-tweeting application, for US$100 million to augment visual forms of 
communication to their current text- and photo- based offerings (Kraft, 2016).  
 Prior research on the influence of images in advertising (Edell & Staelin, 1983; 
Miniard, Bhatla, Lord, Dickson, & Unnava, 1991; Sojka & Giese, 2006) suggests that 
CSIs involving visual messages may be more likely to be passed on and more likely to 
influence attitudes and purchase intentions. Lin, Lu, and Wu (2012) compared blogs with 
textual information versus those with text and images and found that participants rated 
blogs with visual images significantly higher in message quality and message credibility 
and indicated increased product interest and purchase intention for the products displayed 
with text and images. In conducting market research, Elliot (2014) found that consumers  
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were 58% more likely to engage with branded content on the photo-based Instagram as 
compared to Facebook and 120 times more likely to engage with Instagram than Twitter.  
Problem Statement 
 Despite the influence of CSI on consumer behavior (e.g., Arndt, 1967; Rosario et 
al., 2016), few researchers have focused on developing and validating scales for the 
measurement of CSI (Godes et al., 2005) and no current measurement scales for CSI, 
such as those for WOM or e-WOM, include validated items that measure the full range of 
actions that comprise the construct. Researchers (e.g., Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006; Cheung & 
Lee, 2012; Chu & Kim, 2011; Gremler & Gwinner, 2000; Lee, Kim, & Kim, 2012; 
Okazaki, 2009; Sun, Youn, Wu, & Kuntaraporn, 2004) have developed measurement 
items for WOM and e-WOM, but few (Goyette, Ricard, Bergeron, & Marticotte, 2001; 
Harrison-Walker, 2001) have gone through the rigorous process of scale development 
that includes validating the scales with an external sample, and none of the current 
measurement scales include items measuring oral, textual, and visual forms of 
communication. 
 While current measurement scales focus only on oral and written forms of 
communication, visual communication is becoming an increasingly important aspect of 
CSI in the 21st century. A tool that measures oral, textual, and visual CSIs would have 
industry value, because marketers could use this tool to more fully evaluate the potential 
for CSIs associated with a new product, service, brand, or marketing strategy. Such a tool 
could be used across industries to measure whether oral, textual, or visual forms of 
communication were more or less important to the diffusion of information about new 
products, services, brands or marketing materials. For example, visual forms of 
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communication may be more significant to fashion-related brands where consumers are 
drawn in by the "distinctiveness and evolving nature of their style/design elements" (Cho 
& Fiore, 2015, p. 255). Conversely, for the restaurant industry, where online consumer 
reviews are particularly influential (Anderson & Magruder, 2012), textual forms of 
communication may be more relevant.   
 In addition, it may be valuable to focus scale development on active forms of CSI. 
As noted above, active CSIs are those interactions that the source intends to communicate 
with other consumers regarding a product, service, or brand. Active CSI (ACSI) is more 
effective than passive CSI in influencing the product engagement and product adoption of 
other consumers (Aral & Walker, 2011). ACSIs involving visual communication, such as 
when individuals post product photos and videos along with online reviews, may be 
particularly useful to measure, as these forms of ACSI have been found to increase the 
perception of the credibility, helpfulness, and persuasiveness of the consumer interaction 
(Xu, Chen, & Santhanam, 2015). However, consumers are less likely to engage in ACSI 
than passive CSI (Aral & Walker, 2011). Thus, a measurement tool for ACSI could be 
used to investigate methods to encourage individuals to engage in these influential 
actions. Additionally, an updated measurement tool for ACSI would answer the call of 
Godes et al. (2005) for a "set of assessment metrics" for aspects of CSI (p. 421). 
 The measurement of ACSI could be approached from various directions.  
Researchers who have developed measures for WOM and e-WOM have focused on 
future intentions for WOM/e-WOM (Cheung & Lee, 2012; Chu & Kim, 2011; Okazaki, 
2009), present WOM/e-WOM behaviors (Gremler & Gwinner, 2000; Lee, Kim, & Kim, 
2012), past WOM/e-WOM behaviors (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006; Goyette et al., 2001), or a 
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combination of future, present, and past WOM (Harrison-Walker, 2001; Sun et al. 2004). 
Yet, other researchers have measured e-WOM by counting occurrences of the ACSIs 
published online, such as number of online consumer reviews (Hennig-Thurau et al., 
2004) or number of tweets (Bakshy, Hofman, Mason, & Watts 2011).  
 The measurement of future intentions to engage in ACSI would be useful for 
marketers because the potential for ACSI could be measured in the preliminary stages of 
innovation, such as when developing a new product, service, brand, or marketing 
campaign, before additional funds or resources were devoted to the new activity. CSIs 
play an important role in the diffusion of new ideas or innovations (Rogers, 1962/2003). 
According to the diffusion of innovations theory, the adoption of innovations, such as 
new products, services, brands, or marketing campaign, is a social process whereby 
information about new ideas are diffused across social networks through consumer-to-
consumer interactions. With increasing costs to bring new products to market (Cecere, 
2013), a tool to measure consumers' intention for ACSI could be used early on in the 
innovation process to indicate whether new products, services, or marketing activities 
would be likely to actively diffuse across social networks and changes could be made to 
the innovation to enhance chances of diffusion before substantial resources were 
expended on the innovation.  
 From a measurement perspective, future intentions for ACSI could be more easily 
measured than the actual behavior of ACSI. ACSI behaviors often occur in settings that 
are unobservable to researchers (Godes et al., 2005); however, intentions could be easily 
measured with a Likert-type scale (e.g., Goyette, et al., 2010, Harrison-Walker, 2001), 
and prior research has indicated a positive correlation between intentions and behavior 
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(Sheppard, Hartwick, & Warshaw, 1988). According to the theories of planned behavior 
(Ajzen, 1985) and reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), the intention to engage in a 
behavior is directly associated with the behavior itself. A meta-analysis revealed a 
correlation or 0.58 between the constructs (Sheppard et al., 1988). Thus, the intention to 
engage in ACSIs may be a useful indicator of actual ACSIs.  
Objectives of the Study 
 Given the evidence that CSIs (Chen et al., 2011; Katz & Lazarfeld, 1957/2006; 
McShane et al., 2012; Rosario et al., 2016) influence the beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors 
of other consumers and the lack of a current, reliable, and validated measurement tool for 
ACSI that includes all oral, textual, and visual forms of interaction, the present study has 
two objectives. These objectives are to a) develop a scale to measure ACSI intentions, 
and b) to establish the reliability and validity of the proposed scale. 
Key Concepts and Definitions 
Active Consumer Social Interaction (ACSI): A CSI where the source intends to 
communicate information about the product, service, or brand. 
Active Consumer Social Interaction Intentions (ACSII): The likelihood that an 
individual will engage in ACSI. 
Consumer Social Interaction (CSI): An action (or actions) by an individual, who is not 
perceived to be involved in selling the product or service, that "impacts others’ expected 
utility for that product or service" (Godes et al., 2005, p. 416).  
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Electronic Word-of-Mouth (e-WOM): "Any positive or negative statement made by 
potential, actual, or former customers about a product or company, which is made 
available to a multitude of people and institutions via the Internet" (Hennig-Thurau, 
Gwinner, Walsh, & Gremler, 2004, p. 39). 
Intentions: "A person's subjective probability that he will perform some behavior" 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, p. 288) 
Observational Learning (OL): "Influence resulting from rational processing of 
information gained by observing others" (Bikhchandani et al., 1998, p. 152). 
Oral Communication: Message exchange that occurs through the spoken word. 
Passive Consumer Social Interaction (PCSI): A CSI where the source does not intend 
to communicate information about the product, service, or brand. 
Textual/Written Communication: Message exchange that occurs through text. 
Visual: Relating to seeing or sight ("Visual," n.d.) 
Visual Communication: A social process whereby people exchange messages visually 
(Kenney, 2009). 
Word-of-Mouth (WOM): "Informal communications directed at other consumers about 
the ownership, usage, or characteristics of particular goods and services and/or their 
sellers" (Westbrook, 1987, p. 261). 
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CHAPTER 2.  REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
 The first chapter outlined the importance of ACSI to consumer behavior and 
presented the lack of a current, valid, and reliable measurement tool for ACSI that 
includes visual, oral, and textual modes of communication. The second chapter presents a 
theoretical framework for ACSI based on communication models. Subsequent sections 
are devoted to a review of the literature on ACSI in terms of the presented 
communication model (Figure 3, p. 19). The chapter concludes with a discussion of prior 
scales measuring ACSI and hypothesis development. 
Theoretical Perspective 
 Theoretical grounding is critical to scale development, as theory aids in the clarity 
and specificity of the construct to be measured and in the verification of construct validity 
(DeVellis, 2011). Communication models are useful in understanding the construct, 
antecedents, and consequents of consumer intentions to engage ACSI. Communication 
models give insight into the construct of ACSI as actions by a source (sender) that 
communicate a message to a receiver(s) that affects the receiver's expected utility for a 
product, service or brand. These models highlight the importance of communication 
factors such as message, channel, contact, feedback, and effect.  
 It is useful to look at elements of interpersonal and mass communication models 
in order to refine and characterize the concept of ACSI. Both interpersonal and mass 
communications are considered because ACSI can occur in-person to one or a few people 
or occur online to a potential mass audience. Shannon and Weaver (1949/1963) 
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forwarded a model that presented communication as a linear sequence whereby 
information flows from a source to a receiver via a transmitter (Figure 1). The source 
chooses which information to send and sends it as a message or messages. The 
transmitter encodes the message as a signal and sends it via a channel, however the 
signal may be influenced by noise during this process. The channel is defined as "the 
medium used to transmit the signal from transmitter to receiver" (Shannon & Weaver, 
1949/1963, p. 5). The signal then reaches the receiver, which decodes the signal back into 
the message. The message then arrives at its destination, the "person (or thing) for whom 
the message is intended" (Shannon & Weaver, 1949/1963, p. 6). For example, a 
consumer may choose to email a coupon to a friend. In this example, the consumer is the 
source, the email coupon is the message, the computer email client is the transmitter, the 
message is sent as a signal (data) via the Internet (channel), the signal is received by the 
receivers mail client (receiver) and decoded back into the email coupon, and the 
communication ends when that message reaches its destination, i.e., the receiver reads the 
email. However, a poor connection (noise source) may influence the signal before it 
reaches the receiver, causing the message to be partially transmitted or otherwise altered. 
 
Figure 1. Shannon and Weaver model of communication 
16 
 The Shannon and Weaver model is considered to be one of the initial drivers of 
communications research and outlined important factors in the communication process 
(Fiske, 1990). However, researchers in the realm of the social sciences have suggested 
that the Shannon and Weaver model (developed for the telecommunications industry) is 
inappropriate for describing interpersonal communications given the linear form and lack 
of social context (Chandler, 2002; Reddy, 1979). Indeed, Shannon and Weaver 
(1949/1963) themselves noted that the "semantic aspects of communication" were 
irrelevant to their communications model (p. 3) and subsequent researchers have 
modified the model to make it more applicable to interpersonal communications (Berlo, 
1960; Jakobson, 1960).   
 Berlo (1960) expanded on the work of Shannon and Weaver and suggested that 
the important elements of interpersonal communication were the source, message, 
channel, and receiver (Figure 2). He proposed that the source and receiver were 
influenced by their communication skills, attitudes, knowledge, social systems, and 
cultures. The message was further broken into the characteristics of content, elements, 
treatment, structure, and code. The channel was described by what it offered to the 
senses: seeing, hearing, touching, smelling, and tasting. 
 Additional characteristics have been identified that are relevant to the study of 
ACSI: contact, effect, and feedback. Jakobson (1960) developed a model of 
communication with a linear form between an addresser and addressee, but included the 
factor of contact. Contact is the relationship between the source and receiver (Fiske, 
1990). Rogers and Bhowmick (1970) argued that the relationship between source and 
receiver is critical to the understanding of communication. Contact is particularly 
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important to research on CSI because relationship variables, such as tie strength (De 
Bruyn & Lilien, 2008) and homophily (McShane et al., 2012), influence the impact of 
ACSI.  
 
Figure 2. Berlo's SMCR model of interpersonal communication. 
 Online ACSI shares characteristics with mass communication due to the number 
of other consumers that can be reached via the Internet (Morris & Ogan, 1996). Lasswell 
(1948) proposed a model aimed at mass communication and suggested that the effect of 
the communication was also important: 
Who 
Says What 
In which channel 
With what effect? 
In terms of both mass communication and ACSI, the concept of effect is primary to 
marketers in order to understand the impact of ACSI on marketing outcomes (Godes et 
al., 2005), such as recommendations or sales.  
 Feedback to the sender from the receiver, or from other consumers, has also been 
shown to be relevant to interpersonal communications involving consumers (Cascio, 
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O'Donnell, Bayer, Tinney, & Falk, 2015; Ryu & Han, 2009; Sridhar & Srinivasan, 2012). 
Feedback is defined as "the transmission of the receiver's reaction back to the sender" 
(Fiske, 1990, p. 21). The addition of feedback recognizes that when interpersonal 
communications occur between people, the sender of the message may adjust the 
message given feedback from the receiver. However, researchers studying ACSI have 
shown that consumers adjust messages based on feedback from other social influences in 
addition to those of the receiver (Cascio et al., 2015; Ryu & Han, 2009; Sridhar & 
Srinivasan, 2012). Thus, feedback can be more broadly defined as a source's "reaction to 
other people's communication" (Dimbleby & Burton, 1985/2007). 
 The constructs of source, receiver, channel, message, effect, contact, and feedback 
are applicable to oral, textual, and visual forms of ACSI. For example, during an oral 
ACSI, a consumer (source) may speak (channel) positively about a product (message) to 
another consumer (receiver), who smiles in response (feedback) and alters his/her 
thoughts about the product (effect). During a consumer textual interaction, a restaurant-
goer (source) intends to post a negative review (message) on a consumer review site 
(channel) for other Internet users to read (receivers). The Internet users (receivers) may 
choose to avoid the restaurant (effect) after reading the review. However, the restaurant-
goer posts a less negative review than initially intended after reading the positive ratings 
of other consumers (feedback). In terms of visual communication, a consumer (source) 
posts a photo on Instagram (channel) of his Apple watch for his followers (receivers) to 
see, conveying his preference for the product (message). Some followers like the post 
(feedback) and increase their own preference for the product (effect). Baker, Donthu, and 
Kumar, (2016) recently framed their study on WOM in terms of communication theory 
19 
(Barnlund 1970; Shannon 1948, as cited in Baker et al., 2016), acknowledging the 
usefulness of communication theory to ACSI. 
 Communication models (Berlo, 1960; Jakobson, 1960; Laswell, 1948; Shannon & 
Weaver, 1949/1963) illustrate a number of factors that are relevant to ACSIs: source, 
receiver, channel, message, effect, contact, and feedback. Thus, communication models 
will form the basis of the theoretical framework for the current study (Figure 3).  
 
Figure 3. Theoretical framework for the characterization of ACSI. 
The Source 
 The source is critical to the transmission of messages during ACSIs as these 
consumers decide what, where, when, and how much information to share and with how 
many others. Researchers studying WOM and e-WOM have identified a multitude of 
factors that drive ACSIs, including: a) personal characteristics of the source, b) 
interactions between the source and the firm, brand, product, or service, and c) 
motivations of the source. Personal characteristics include the interests or values of the 
source (e.g., product involvement, propensity to communicate), which make the source 
more likely to spread information. Interactions between the source and the firm, brand, 
product, or service result in factors such as satisfaction, brand love, or service quality that  
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drive ACSIs. Finally, the source is also driven to engage in ACSIs by a variety of 
intrinsic (e.g., fun) and extrinsic motivations (e.g., financial rewards).  
Personal characteristics of the source.  
 Consumers with certain interests, values, or demographic characteristics are more 
likely to be the source of consumer communication in an ACSI. Characteristics such as 
innovativeness (i.e., the propensity to adopt a product early in the product lifecycle 
[Midgley & Dowling, 1978]) (Engel, Kegerreis, & Blackwell, 1969; Mowen, Park, & 
Zablah, 2007), involvement (Dichter, 1966; Godsmith, Flynn, & Clark, 2012; Ryu & 
Feick, 2007), and need for uniqueness (Cheema, & Kaikati, 2010) have been shown to be 
related to the likelihood of transmitting social information. Dichter (1966) found that 
product involvement (i.e., prior experience with the product) and message involvement 
(i.e., interest in how the product is presented) prompted consumers to speak about 
products. Ryu and Feick (2007) found a positive relationship between product 
involvement and WOM for referral programs. Goldsmith et al. (2012) found that product 
involvement, brand engagement, status consumption, and materialism were related to the 
propensity to engage in increased ACSI. Fashion innovativeness and value consciousness 
have also been shown to be related to sending market information to others (Mowen, 
Park, & Zablah, 2007) and Cheema and Kaikati (2010) found that consumers who were 
high in the need for uniqueness were less likely to recommend products than those who 
were low in the trait. Additionally, Strutton, Taylor, and Thompson (2011) found 
evidence of a demographic characteristic that influenced ACSI behaviors. Consumers in 
generation Y reported sending more online content and talking offline about online 
content than participants in generation X (Strutton, et al., 2011).  
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 Researchers have also found that there are certain types of individuals who are 
more likely to spread influential communication through ACSI. These influential 
communicators have been identified as "opinion leaders" (Katz & Lazarfeld, 2006, p. 3), 
"market mavens" (Feick & Price, 1987, p. 85), and "influentials" (Keller & Berry, 2003, 
"Demographics," para. 5). There are slight differences between these concepts, however. 
Opinion leaders are influential in their specific domain (Katz & Lazarfeld, 2006), while 
market mavens share opinions on a wide variety of market topics, including where to 
shop and what to buy (Feick & Price, 1987). Although, opinion leaders and market 
mavens are distinct, they may also be categorized as influentials (Nyilasy, 2006). 
Influentials are defined as those individuals who have broader social networks than most 
and who are looked to for their advice and opinions (Keller & Berry, 2003). Influentials 
are key players in the transmission of consumer-related messages. Market research has 
suggested that influentials "generate three times more word-of-mouth messages than non-
infuentials do, and each message has four times more impact on a recipient’s purchasing 
decision" (Bughin, Doogan, & Vetvik, 2010, p. 6). Gilly, Graham, Wolfinbarger, and 
Yale (1998) found that the characteristic of opinion leadership increased the influence of 
WOM on others' purchase decisions and Hinz, Skiera, Barrot, and Becker (2011) 
confirmed that targeting influentials was the optimal seeding strategy for the diffusion of 
viral marketing campaigns. 
 Influentials are also responsible for a large amount of consumer communication 
in the digital world. Cakim (2006) identified "e-fluentials" in terms of an email marketing 
campaign. E-fluentials were found to have a higher frequency of communications via 
chatrooms, bulletin boards, newsgroups, listervs, emails, social media sites, and 
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commercial and news websites (Cakim, 2006). Additionally, emails that had been sent by 
an e-fluential were significantly more likely to be opened and read than those that had 
been sent by a non e-fluential. Phelps (2005) identified consumers who were more likely 
to send marketing-related email messages and found that these "viral mavens" were 
responsible for sending two and half times more emails than other consumers and also 
received a significantly larger proportion of emails than others. Phelps identified the 
motivations that led viral mavens to spread e-WOM: they reported feeling a sense of duty 
to pass along emails and were motivated to do so when they felt the content was 
important or would be liked by another person in their network. Sun et al. (2004) found 
that opinion leadership was significantly related to both email forwarding and online 
chatting. However, this focus on influentials may be misguided. Bakshy et al. (2011) 
found that it was not cost effective for marketers to target influentials on Twitter. 
Conversely, the researchers found that it was more ordinary users who were responsible 
for the spread of information.  
Interactions between the source and the firm, brand, product, or service.  
 A considerable number of antecedents relating to the interaction between the 
consumer and consumers/brands/products/services have been identified as leading to 
ACSI for the source (Table 1). These antecedents are more easily manipulated by 
marketers and thus have received much attention in the literature. These antecedents 
include constructs such as satisfaction (Anderson, 1998; Jeong & Jang, 2011), product 
characteristics (Berger & Schwartz, 2011), brand love (Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006), trust 
(Chu & Kim, 2011), commitment, and service quality (Harrison-Walker, 2001) (Table 1). 
De Matos and Rossi (2008) performed a meta-analysis on many of these constructs and 
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found that for 591 studies investigating WOM, satisfaction (0.42), loyalty (0.39), quality 
(0.53), commitment (0.66), trust (0.46), and perceived value (0.59) were all significantly 
correlated with WOM communication.  
Table 1.  
Interaction-Related Antecedents to ACSIs  
Antecedent Consequent Stimuli Author 
Affective 
Commitment 
WOM Praise Services Harrison-Walker, 2001 
Brand Love Positive WOM Brands Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006 
Commitment WOM Products, 
Services 
Brown, Barry, Dacin, & 
Gunst, 2005 
Customer Employee 
Relationship 
WOM Services Gremler, Gwinner, & 
Brown, 2001 
Emotional 
Attachment 
WOM Brands Hudson, Roth, Madden, 
& Hudson, 2015 
Experiential 
Learning 
eWOM Services Abrantes, Seabra, 
Lages, & Jayawardhena, 
2013 
Informative 
Influence 
eWOM Products Chu & Kim, 2011 
Normative Influence eWOM Products Chu & Kim, 2011 
Relationship Quality WOM Brands Hudson, Roth, Madden, 
& Hudson, 2015 
Satisfaction WOM Products, 
Services 
Anderson, 1998 
 eWOM  Jeong & Jang, 2011 
Service Quality WOM 
Activity & 
WOM Praise 
(Positive 
Valence) 
Services Harrison-Walker, 2001 
Social Interaction eWOM Services Abrantes, Seabra, 
Lages, & Jayawardhena, 
2013 
 
Motivations of the source.  
 The many motivations for engaging in ACSI (Table 2) can be thought of in terms 
of self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985). According to self-determination 
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theory, individuals are motivated to act by intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. Intrinsic 
motivations compel individuals to act because they find the activity personally satisfying. 
Extrinsic motivations compel individuals to act in order to earn an external outcome, such 
as a financial reward.  
Table 2.  
Motivations for Engaging in ACSIs 
Author Motivation Description Platform 
Bronner & 
de Hoog, 
2009 
• Self Directed Financial benefits, relieve stress Websites 
• Helping Others Enable others to make choices 
• Social Benefits Benefits of interpersonal contact 
• Consumer 
Empowerment 
Ability to elicit change 
• Helping Companies Desire for company to do well 
Hennig-
Thurau et 
al., 2004 
• Platform Assistance Interaction with moderator of 
site 
Consumer-
Opinion 
Sites • Social Benefits Benefits of interpersonal contact 
• Extraversion/Positive 
Self Enhancement 
Psychological benefits of 
positive feelings and self-
enhancement 
• Economic Benefits Financial rewards for eWOM 
• Concern for Others Concern for other consumers 
• Venting Negative 
Feelings 
Desire for catharsis through 
venting 
• Advice Seeking Desire for reciprocal exchanges 
Ho & 
Dempsey, 
2010 
• Individuation Desire to stand out among others Email 
• Altruism Help/share with others  
• Personal Growth 
(negative association 
with eWOM) 
Awareness of personal roles and 
goals in life 
 
Huang, 
Chen, & 
Wang, 
2012 
• Empathy 
• Control 
• Inclusion 
• Affection 
Concern for receiver of WOM 
Need to express self 
Need to feel related to others 
Desire to help others 
Online 
Videos 
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Table 2 continued 
 
Author Motivation Description Platform 
Jeong & 
Jang, 2011 
• Concern for Others Help/advise others Not 
reported • Expressing Positive 
Feelings 
Express joy and good 
feelings 
• Helping Company Help company succeed 
Okazaki, 
2009 
• Purposive Value 
 
• Social Enhancement 
 
• Intrinsic Enjoyment 
 
• Social Identity 
 
• Novelty Seeking 
Desire to learn 
information 
Enjoyment of 
interrelationships 
Engaging for sake of 
enjoyment 
Feelings of belonging to a 
group 
Desire to explore new 
phenomenon 
Mobile 
Device 
Wang & 
Fesenmaier, 
2003 
• Instrumental Finding friends, seeking 
support 
Virtual 
Community 
• Efficacy Being helpful, providing 
advice 
• Expectancy Seeking reciprocal 
exchanges 
 
Intrinsic motivations 
 Intrinsic rewards are based on the human needs for competence, autonomy, and 
relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Competence is the need to feel effective while engaged 
in an activity, while autonomy refers to the need to have freedom and control over one’s 
activities (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Relatedness is the need to feel connected to others (Ryan 
& Deci, 2000). Researchers have primarily identified intrinsic motivations for engaging 
in ACSI that satisfy the need for relatedness. Social benefits, helping others (Bronner & 
de Hoog, 2009), altruism (Ho & Dempsey, 2010), and concern for others (Jeong & Jang, 
2011), social enhancement (Okazaki, 2009), and seeking reciprocal exchanges (Wang & 
Fesenmaier, 2003) have all been found to motivate ACSIs, satisfying the need for 
relatedness. Consumers also identify empowerment, positive self-enhancement, 
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individuation, personal growth, positive feelings, purposive value, and efficacy as 
motives for engaging in ACSI, satisfying needs for competence and autonomy.  
 Associated with the need for relatedness is the concept of impression 
management. Berger (2014) suggested that consumers are motivated to engage in ACSI 
to "shape the impressions others have of them (and they have of themselves)" (p. 588). 
Products and brands are a key component of a consumer's "social reality, self concept, 
and behavior" (Solomon, 1983, p. 319). Thus, during ACSIs, consumers use and talk 
about products, services, and brands in part to portray their self-concepts to others and 
manage impressions (Berger, 2014). 
Extrinsic motivations 
 Consumers can also be motivated to engage in ACSI through extrinsic rewards, 
such as financial benefits (Bronner & de Hoog, 2009; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004). 
Customer referral programs are a common way that businesses use extrinsic motivations 
to drive ACSI (Garnefeld, Eggert, Helm, & Tax, 2013). Customer referral programs are 
defined as, "stimulated WOM that provides incentives to existing customers to bring in 
new customers" (Schmitt, Skiera, & Van den Bulte, 2011). Firms extrinsically motivate 
customer referrals with financial, discount, or recognition-based rewards (Godes et al., 
2005). Rewards may be offered to the source or the receiver of the ACSI. Ryu and Feick 
(2007) found that customers were more likely to refer others when both parties were 
offered a reward. However, when referrals were about a weaker brand (lower brand 
awareness), a reward to the source resulted in the highest number of referrals (Ryu & 
Feick, 2007). Extrinsically motivating customers to engage in ACSIs through customer 
referral programs has been shown to increase customer acquisition and profits (Kumar, 
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Petersen, & Leon, 2010) and result in new customers that have higher contribution 
margin, retention, and value than customers gained through other channels (Schmitt et. 
al., 2011). Although researchers have investigated financial rewards (Kumar, et al., 2010; 
Ryu & Reick, 2007; Schmitt et al., 2011), Godes et al. (2005) called for more CSI 
research focusing on discount and recognition-based incentives. 
The Receiver(s) 
 The receiver(s) is the second human element of ACSI. The number of receivers of 
a consumer-related communication can vary from one to many (Litvin, Goldsmith, & 
Pan, 2008). The receiver(s) may be one or a few individuals who are close to the source, 
i.e., friends, family, or acquaintances, as may be the case with face-to-face or telephone 
communication or, with ACSIs on the Internet, such as e-WOM shared on blogs, 
websites, or consumer review sites, the receiver(s) may be a vast number of individuals 
who are unknown to the source. Litvin et al. (2008) characterized the variation in the 
number of receivers as the "communication scope" and noted that it is dependent on the 
channel by which the communication is shared (p. 462). 
 The receiver may seek out information from the source or passively receive the 
information (Nyilasy, 2006). For example, if a consumer is looking for a restaurant to 
dine at, he or she may receive unsolicited advice on a restaurant during everyday 
interactions. Conversely, the consumer may actively seek out information on a consumer 
review site to assist with their decision. Researchers have identified factors that motivate 
the receiver to search for consumer-related information via ACSI. Arndt (1967) studied 
ACSIs involving a new product among married women in a housing complex and found 
that those who associated the product with higher risk were more likely to pursue 
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information through ACSI. Goldsmith and Horowitz (2006) identified eight hedonic and 
utilitarian motivations that drive individuals to seek consumer opinions online: perceived 
risk, social influence, price consciousness, information seeking, ease of use, accidental 
discovery, cool factor, and stimulation by off-line inputs (e.g., TV). However, Strutton et 
al. (2011) found a generational difference in the motivation to seek information through 
ACSI. Participants in Generation Y (i.e., consumers born between 1982 and 1985) were 
more likely to search for WOM messages compared to those in Generation X (i.e., 
consumers born between 1965 and 1981) (Strutton et al., 2011).  
 Prior experience or knowledge, and involvement with the product, service, or 
brand have also been shown to influence the search for information through ACSI. Beatty 
and Smith (1987) showed that a receiver's purchase involvement (i.e., degree of 
importance placed on a purchase decision) positively influenced the search for WOM 
information in an offline setting; however, Sun et al. (2004) found no relationship 
between involvement and the search for e-WOM information for music sales. Experience 
with the service or knowledge of the product class have been shown to negatively impact 
the search for information through ACSI (Beatty and Smith, 1975; Gilly et al., 1988). 
This is due to the fact that the consumer's personal information about the service or 
product outweighs the need for information from others (Bikhchandani et al., 1998) 
reducing the motivation to seek information through ACSI. 
 Once consumer-related information is passed from the source to the receiver, 
there are perceptual and behavioral outcomes for the receivers that are relevant to 
marketers (Nyilasy, 2006). These outcomes for the receiver will be covered in a  
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subsequent section on the effects of ACSI; however, researchers have also identified 
variables that are specific to the receiver that moderate or mediate the effect of ACSI.  
 A receiver's prior beliefs or attitudes about a product, service, or brand may 
moderate any attitudinal or behavioral outcomes from an ACSI. However, there are 
conflicting results in the extant literature. Schumann et al. (2010) found that WOM 
increased the receiver's perception of service quality, irrespective of prior experience with 
the service, and Gilly et al. (1998) found no moderating influence of the receiver's prior 
knowledge of the product and the positive relationship between WOM and their purchase 
of a VCR product. However, Herr, Kardes, and Kim (1991) found that prior knowledge 
eliminated the effect of WOM on product judgments and product recall, and Bone (1995) 
indicated that the effect of prior knowledge on the influence of WOM depended on 
whether the WOM confirmed or disconfirmed the receiver's prior knowledge. WOM was 
more influential when it disconfirmed the receiver's prior knowledge of the 
product/service and less influential when it confirmed the prior knowledge (Bone, 1995). 
Additionally, Ahluwalia, Burnkrant, and Unnava (2000) found that consumers who had a 
high commitment towards a brand had lower attitude changes about the brand in response 
to negative information compared to low commitment consumers.  
 In addition to beliefs and attitudes, other personal characteristics of the receiver 
can moderate the influence of ACSI. Lin, Lee, and Horng (2011) investigated the 
receiver's need for cognition and found that those who scored higher in the trait had 
increased purchase intentions for products on Amazon.com in response to higher quality 
e-WOM reviews; whereas participants who scored lower on need for cognition had 
higher purchase intentions towards low quality, but high quantity e-WOM reviews. The 
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culture of a receiver also plays a role in communication during ACSI (Berlo, 1960). 
Schumann et al. (2010) found that WOM had a stronger influence in countries with 
higher uncertainty avoidance cultures, such as the U.S. and India. 
Contact 
 Contact entails the relationship between the source and the receiver (Fiske, 1990). 
This relationship may be characterized by the strength of the relationship (tie strength) or 
the similarity of the source and receiver, termed “homophily”. Contact is important to 
marketers, because factors related to contact can moderate the relationship between ACSI 
and effect, similar to the moderating effects of the characteristics of the receiver.  
Tie strength.  
 In ACSIs, the source and receiver may be strongly tied (e.g., close friends, family) 
or weakly tied (e.g., acquaintances, unknown others on the Internet) to one another 
(Weimann, 1983). This concept is known as tie strength and is the "intensity of a social 
relation between consumers" (Brown & Reingan, 1987, p. 351). Granovetter (1973) 
suggested, "the strength of a tie is a (probably linear) combination of the amount of time, 
the emotional intensity, the intimacy (mutual confiding), and the reciprocal services 
which characterize the tie" (p. 1361).  
 Barash & Berger (2014) indicated that consumers vary the types of information 
they share based on whether they are interacting with strong or weak ties. The researchers 
found that consumers shared useful information with strong ties, but shared information 
that reflected self-presentation goals with weak ties (Brarash & Berger, 2014). This may 
be responsible for the fact that as tie strength increases, so does the persuasive power of 
the ACSI (Brown & Reingan, 2011; De Bruyn & Lillien, 2008). De Bruyn & Lillien 
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(2008) found that receivers were more likely to open emails that they received from 
strong ties. ACSIs between strong ties have also been found to have a significantly 
stronger impact on purchase intentions than those between weak ties in both offline and 
online environments (Baker et al., 2016).  
 While strong ties are more influential than weak ties (Baker et al., 2016; De 
Bruyn  Lillien, 2008), weak ties play an important role in the diffusion of information 
(Rogers, 2003). An individual tends to have access to similar information as that of their 
close friends and family (strong ties); whereas, acquaintances (weak ties) are more likely 
to have information that is outside of the individual's knowledge set, so new information 
is more likely to be diffused through weak ties. Granovetter (1973) called this the 
“strength of weak ties,” and wrote, "weak ties are more likely to link members of 
different small groups than are strong ones, which tend to be concentrated within 
particular groups" (p. 1376). Thus, weak ties are more closely associated with macro-
level phenomenon, such as the diffusion of information across social networks, whereas 
strong ties play a greater role in micro-level personal influence and decision-making 
(Brown & Reingan, 1987; Granovetter, 1973, Weimann, 1980).  
Homophily.  
 While tie strength refers to the strength of the relationship between source and 
receiver, homophily concerns the similarity between them. Homophily is defined as "the 
degree to which two or more individuals who interact are similar in certain attributes" 
(Rogers, 2003, p. 19). These attributes can range across a wide variety of socio-
demographic, behavioral, and value-related factors, such as age, gender, economic status, 
education, hobbies, or political views (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001). 
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Individuals are more likely to associate with similar people than those who are dissimilar 
(McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001; Rogers, 2003) so, as tie strength increases, 
homophily also increases (Granovetter, 1983). This tendency to create social ties with 
similar people creates localized groups of strongly tied homophilous individuals in which 
information is easily communicated due to shared socio-demographics, behaviors, values, 
and communication styles (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 2001; Rogers, 2003). 
Although one of the barriers to communication is heterophily between communicators 
(Rogers, 2003), heterogeneous weak ties facilitate the spread of information across social 
networks by creating bridges between dissimilar, strongly-tied homophilic groups 
(Brown & Reingan, 1987; Rogers, 2003).  
 Homophily has been operationalized by researchers in a number of ways, 
including similarity in demographics (Bilgicer, Jedidi, Lehmann, & Neslin, 2015; Brown, 
Broderick, & Lee, 2007); values, beliefs, interests, and experiences (Brown et al., 2007; 
De Bruyn & Lilien, 2008); propensity to adopt products (Nejad, Amini, & Babakus, 
2015); and customer lifetime value (defined as the expected profitability of a customer 
over the lifetime of the customer-firm relationship) (Haenlein & Libari, 2013). 
Researchers investigating the intention to engage in ACSI have found that homophily in 
terms of values, beliefs, interests, and experiences facilitates the flow of information 
through ACSI, while demographic similarity does not (Brown et al., 2007; De Bruyn & 
Lilien, 2008). When homophily is defined as similarity in customer lifetime value, 
Haenlein and Libari (2013) found that targeting new products at customers with high 
customer lifetime value was profitable due to their propensity for interactions with other 
high value customers. However, Nejad et al. (2015) defined homophily as similarity in 
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the propensity to adopt products and found that homophily among early adopters 
negatively impacted product diffusion as early adopters associate with other early 
adopters who may not rely on information from ACSI in adopting products. 
 In many ACSIs, the relationship between source and receiver (contact) is known 
to the receiver (e.g., family member, friend, coworker). However, in some ACSIs, 
particularly for online interactions, the relationship between source and receiver is limited 
or unknown (e.g., online review with username and date). Research has indicated that in 
ambiguous situations, receivers will infer characteristics of the source and ascribe more 
homophily than may be warranted (Naylor, Lamberton, & Norton, 2011). Due to this 
effect, Naylor et al. (2011) discovered that an online product review from an ambiguous 
source is more influential on consumer decision-making than one from a dissimilar 
source. 
Feedback 
 The construct of feedback recognizes that interpersonal communication is bi-
directional and not an inactive receiving of messages from the source. Symbolic 
integrationists (Blumer, 1969; Stone, 1962) have argued that communication is not uni-
directional, but that meaning is created through ACSI and both the source and receiver 
play an active role. In the field of marketing, Stern (1994) forwarded this view, 
highlighting "the role of the recipient [consumer] as a co-creator of meaning" (p. 10). 
Researchers studying WOM have found that the source of a message will adjust their 
message based on feedback from the receiver (Cascio, O'Donnell, Bayer, Tinney, & Falk, 
2015; Ryu & Han, 2009; Sridhar & Srinivasan, 2012). Cascio et al. (2015) investigated 
the influence of group opinions on online recommendations. The researchers exposed 
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adolescents to a gaming application that they had not seen before and asked the 
participants to rate the application. Forty minutes later, participants were exposed to 
reviews of the application from other consumers and then asked to rate the application 
again. The researchers determined that when participants were exposed to feedback from 
other reviewers, their final ratings significantly changed from their initial rating. This was 
observed whether the participants' initial ratings were higher or lower than others. Sridhar 
and Srinivasan (2012) found a similar result in their investigation on consumer product 
reviews. The researchers found that reading other consumers' negative product reviews 
moderated the effect of a positive experience on a product rating (i.e., the consumer made 
their product rating lower in the presence of negative ratings, despite their own positive 
experience with the product). 
Channel 
 The channel is defined as the medium through which a consumer message is 
conveyed and is an essential aspect of CSI (Godes et al., 2005). Researchers studying 
WOM and e-WOM have indicated a wide variety of channels through which ACSIs may 
occur (Table 3). As noted in the section on receivers, these channels vary from in-
person/telephone conversations with close family, friends, and acquaintances to online 
postings that are visible to a multitude of unknown consumers. ACSI channels also vary 
by mediation, synchronicity, and mode (Berger & Iyengar, 2013). ACSIs may occur in-
person, or they may be mediated by technology such as through a telephone or a 
computer (e.g., social media). Synchronicity refers to whether the source and receiver 
communicate simultaneously or at different times (Litvin et al., 2008). Finally, 
communication channels differ by modality according to the format by which they are 
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sent--oral, textual, or visual (Berger & Iyengar, 2013; King et al., 2014; Wyer Jr., Hung, 
Jiang, 2008).  
Table 3.  
Channels of ACSI Investigated by Researchers  
Channel Mode Synchronicity Construct Studies 
Offline 
In-person Oral 
Visual 
S WOM Baker et al., 2016; 
Barasch & Berger 2014; 
Berger & Iyengar, 2013; 
Berger & Schwartz, 
2011; Lovett, Peres, & 
Shachar, 2013; Packard 
& Berger, 2016 
Telephone Oral S WOM Baker et al., 2016; 
Lovett et al., 2013 
Online 
Instant 
Messages 
Textual 
Visual 
S/A WOM    
e-WOM 
Berger & Iyengar, 2013; 
Riegner, 2007 
E-mail Textual 
Visual 
S/A WOM 
e-WOM 
Barasch & Berger 2014; 
Berger & Milkman, 
2012; De Bruyn, & 
Lilien, 2008; Phelps, 
Lewis, Mobilio, Perry, 
& Raman, 2004 
Social 
Networking 
Sites 
Visual 
Textual 
A e-WOM Chu & Kim, 2011; 
Trusov, Bucklin, & 
Pauwels, 2009; Lee, 
Kim, & Kim, 2012 
Blog Textual 
Visual 
A e-WOM Lee & Youn, 2009; Lin, 
Lu, & Wu, 2012 
Microblog Textual  
Visual 
A e-WOM Bakshy, Hofman, 
Mason, & Watts, 2011 
Video blog  Oral 
Visual 
A ACSI Lee & Watkins, 2016 
Online 
Discussion 
Forum 
Textual A e-WOM Bickart & Schindler, 
2001; Godes & Mayzlin, 
2004; Dwyer, 2007 
Consumer-
opinion 
websites 
Textual 
Visual 
A e-WOM Bronner & de Hoog, 
2009; Cheung & Lee, 
2012; Lee & Youn, 
2009; Packard & Berger, 
2016 
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Table 3 continued 
 
Channel Mode Synchronicity Construct Studies 
Retail 
Websites 
Textual 
Visual 
A e-WOM Chen, Wang, & Xie, 
2011; Gupta & Harris, 
2010; Hu, Liu, & Zhang, 
2008; Lee & Youn, 
2009; Packard & Berger, 
2016 
 
Mediation.  
 Many researchers categorize ACSI channels as either offline (e.g., face-to-face, 
telephone, mail) or online (e.g., e-mail, instant messaging, online reviews) (Baker et al., 
2016; Berger & Iyengar, 2013; Lovett et al., 2013; Strutton et al., 2011). Market research 
by the Word of Mouth Marketing Association (2014) has indicated that two-thirds of 
consumer-to-consumer influence occurs through offline channels (in-person or by 
telephone) and one-third occurs through online channels. This represents a significant 
increase in the use of online channels. In 2012, market research firm Keller Fay reported 
that 75% of consumer influence occurred face-to-face, 15% by telephone, and only 10% 
occurred online.  
 Despite the categorization of ACSIs as either online or offline, some research 
suggests that the distinction between these channels is less concrete. Strutton et al. (2011) 
found that many ACSIs were initiated through face-to-face or telephone communication, 
but then transitioned to online interactions. For example, consumers may talk in-person 
about a new retailer opening in town, then look for further information online, which they 
then electronically send to others. Market research found a similar symbiotic relationship 
between offline and online channels (Market Share & Keller Fay, 2012). In addition, 
Baker et al. (2016) found no influence of channel mediation (offline versus online) on the 
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relationship between WOM/e-WOM and purchase intentions. Smith and Vogt (1995) 
argued that face-to-face and telephone communication should not be equated as these 
channels are different in terms of directness, defining face-to-face communication as 
direct and telephone as indirect. Baker et al. (2016) countered this argument, suggesting 
that face-to-face and telephone communication share "synchronicity, transmission of 
subtle tonal inflections, interactivity with immediate feedback" (p. 229). Berger & 
Iyengar (2013) suggested that synchronicity and modality serve as more relevant 
distinctions for ACSIs than online versus offline. 
Synchronicity.  
 In addition to online and offline, ACSI channels also vary in synchronicity (Baker 
et al., 2016; Berger & Iyengar, 2013). As noted above, face-to-face and telephone 
communication are synchronous and interactive, allowing for immediate feedback (Baker 
et al., 2016). These characteristics may be shared with instant messaging and applications 
with chat features; however, they differ in that instant messaging and chat may also be 
asynchronous. A receiver may choose to read an instant message or chat at a later date. 
Thus, these channels may be said to be both synchronous and asynchronous. Messages 
posted on social network sites, blogs, microblogs, vlogs, and websites can be viewed by 
other consumers asynchronously and are less transient than offline communications. 
Asynchronicity allows the source to take time to carefully construct and consider a 
consumer message before it is sent (Berger & Iyengar, 2013). In their typology of e-
WOM, Litvin et al. (2008) suggested that channels could be characterized along a 
continuum ranging from synchronous to asynchronous. 
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Mode.  
 ACSIs, including WOM and e-WOM, can be transmitted via oral, textual, (Berger 
& Iyengar, 2013) and/or visual modalities (King et al., 2014; Wyer Jr. et al., 2008). 
Distinguishing between these modes is pertinent as oral, textual, and visual information 
are processed differently in the brain of the receiver and lead to varying perceptual, 
attitudinal, or behavioral outcomes (Barry, 2005). When exposed to stimuli, such as 
through consumer-to-consumer interactions, receivers sense oral information through the 
auditory system and textual and visual information through the visual system (Schwartz 
& Krantz, 2016). Then, specialized areas of the brain take on the task of decoding the 
oral, textual or visual information (Barry, 2005). Visual information is cognitively easier 
for receivers to process and commit to memory than verbal language (oral or textual 
information) (Ellen & Bone, 1991; Margalit, 2015). As Ellen and Bone (1991) stated: 
One of the touted advantages of imagery processing over verbal processing is its 
greater ability to link or activate other information in long term memory. This 
activation occurs because imagery processing allows activation of stored 
information through a number of means (i.e., sensory experiences) other than 
simply semantic links. Such links should ultimately result in greater elaboration 
and therefore greater availability of the information at judgment or decision-
making time (para. 12). 
 
Experimentally, researchers have found evidence that images are superior to verbal 
descriptions in facilitating brand recall (McQuarrie & Mick, 2003; Shepard, 1967; Starch, 
1966) and increasing brand attitudes (Edell & Staelin, 1983; Rossiter & Percy, 1978) and 
purchase intentions (Edell & Staelin, 1983; Lin, Lu, & Wu, 2012). In addition, consumers 
rated visual ACSI messages as more credible, helpful, and persuasive than text-based 
messages (Xu et al., 2015). However, some of this effect may vary by receiver. Receivers 
rate textual stimuli as more utilitarian/rational than visual stimuli (Hirschman & 
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Solomon, 1984) and show a preference for verbal (oral and textual) or visual information 
(Childers, Houston, & Heckler, 1985). Sojke & Giese (2006) found that those high in the 
need for affect more positively responded to visual versus verbal stimuli as compared to 
those low in the need.  
Message 
 A key component of ACSIs is the message that is being transmitted from source 
to receiver(s) due to the consumer information that is contained in the message. A source 
can convey information about beliefs, attitudes, or behaviors pertaining to a product, 
service, or brand through the message. Much research has investigated the valence 
(Ahluwalia et al., 2000; Baker et al., 2016; Chen et al., 2011; Dubois, Bonezzi, & De 
Angelis, 2016; Godes & Mayzlin, 2004; Liu, 2006) and volume (Liu, 2006; Ho-dac, 
Carson, & Moore, 2013; Chen, Wang, & Xie, 2011; Godes & Mayzlin, 2004) of 
messages. Valence refers to the favorableness or positivity or negativity of the message 
(Baker et al., 2016), whereas volume refers to ACSIs in the aggregate and has been 
measured as number of WOM (Baker et al., 2016) and e-WOM messages (Floyd, Freling, 
Alhoqail, Cho, & Freling, 2014). Increasingly, researchers have looked at specific 
message characteristics including the degree of arousal (Berger, 2011) and emotion 
(Berger & Milkman, 2012) contained in the message. Linguistically, researchers have 
investigated the formal language components of the message, including the use of 
abstract or concrete terms (Schellekens, 2010), and the use of explicit versus implicit 
language (Packard & Berger, 2016).  
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Valence.  
 Valence is defined as the "attractiveness (positivity) and/or averseness 
(negativity)" of a consumer message (Baker et al., 2016, p. 227). For ACSI, the valence 
of a message can be positive, negative, neutral, or mixed (de Matos & Rossi, 2008). 
Positive messages may include recommendations or favorable descriptions of a product, 
service, or brand. For example, a friend may recommend a clothing brand to a friend or 
remark that the brand's clothing is exceptionally comfortable. In contrast, negative 
messages may involve denigration or complaining behavior (Liu, 2006). Neutral 
messages contain "strictly informational content" (Baker et al., 2016, p. 229), while 
mixed messages contain a mixture of both positive and negative elements (Godes & 
Mayzlin, 2004).  
 The valence of a message conveyed during ACSI has been shown to have an 
influence on purchase intentions (Baker et al., 2016; Park & Lee, 2009; Bikhchandani et 
al., 1998), sales (Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006), stock prices (Luo, 2007), and brand 
attitudes (Herr et al., 1999). Positive valence has a positive relationship with purchase 
intentions, while negative valence for WOM (Baker et al., 2016) and e-WOM (Park & 
Lee, 2006) messages decreases purchase intentions. Chevalier and Mayzlin (2006) also 
found a relationship between e-WOM valence and sales for two online book retailers. 
New positive reviews resulted in higher sales, but negative reviews resulted in a decrease 
in sales that was larger than the increase for positive reviews (Chevalier & Mayzlin, 
2006). Thus, positively valenced ACSIs are positively related to financial outcomes, but 
negatively valenced interactions decrease financial outcomes or have no effect. Baker et 
al. (2016) also investigated neutral and mixed messages and found that those that were 
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neutral resulted in higher purchase intentions than both mixed and negative messages, 
suggesting the damaging effect of negative content in both mixed and negative messages. 
 When the outcome variable involves emailing, Berger and Milkman (2012) found 
that both positive and negative messages were positively correlated with email 
transmission of a message. The researchers investigated the valence of news articles to 
determine what characteristics caused the articles to make the paper's "most emailed" list 
and found that consumers were more likely to email articles to others that had an 
increased number of positive or negative words. Thus, both positive and negative valence 
have a positive relationship with emailing (e.g., positive valence – positive emailing, 
negative valence – positive emailing, in contrast to financial variables (e.g., positive 
valence – positive purchase intentions, negative valence – negative purchase intentions). 
 Positive and negative valence have also been investigated in relation to tie 
strength (Baker et al., 2016; Dubois et al., 2016) and brand strength (Ho-dac et al., 2013). 
Consumers are more likely to share negative information with strong ties compared to 
weak ties (Dubois et al., 2016), and for both strong and weak ties, negative information 
has a greater influence on purchase intentions than positive information (Baker et al., 
2016). Ho-dac et al. (2013) found that positive and negative reviews influenced sales for 
weak brands, but had no impact on strong brands (those with significant brand equity). 
Volume.  
 When messages are viewed in their aggregate form, volume becomes a pertinent 
variable influencing the effect of ACSI. Researchers have found that message volume 
positively increases outcomes such as revenues (Liu, 2006), brand equity (Ho-dac et al., 
2013), and TV viewership (Godes & Mayzlin, 2004). This positive effect of volume is 
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due to the information about a product, service, or brand that is contained in the message 
of an ACSI (Chen et al., 2011; Liu, 2006). Bikhchandani et al. (1998) demonstrated that 
the higher the volume of prior consumers who have chosen a product, service, or brand, 
the higher the probability that subsequent consumers will also choose the product, 
service, or brand.  
Content.  
 In addition to being positively or negatively valenced, the content of messages 
shared during ACSI may be arousing, emotive, or cognitive (Sweeney, Soutar, & 
Mazzarol, 2012). Berger (2011) found that arousing messages, those that excite the 
nervous system, were more likely to be forwarded by consumers and, while Huang et al. 
(2012) did not specifically measure arousal, they found that the entertaining, funny, 
creative, and extraordinary characteristics of online videos were indirectly related to the 
intention to forward the videos. Emotional characteristics, including anger, anxiety, and 
awe, and cognitive characteristics such as informative, interesting, and surprising have 
been shown to influence the transmission of messages, over and above arousal (Berger & 
Milkman, 2012). Sweeney et al. (2012) further characterized the content of WOM 
messages as cognitive content (informative, reliable, clear, specific), content richness 
(elaborate, explicit, intense, reinforcing), and strength of delivery (powerful, in a strong 
way, in an important manner, strong words). 
Language.  
 The language used in conveying a message, including body language, also has the 
power to shape the influence stemming from ACSIs. Language conventions such as 
abstraction, explicit vs. implicit language, and figurative speech have been shown to 
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influence the effect of WOM/e-WOM on purchase intentions (Kronrod & Danziger, 
2013; Lee & Marshall, 1998; Packard & Berger, 2016; Schellekens, 2010). Schellekens 
(2010) demonstrated that WOM described with abstract language (e.g., the brand is a 
good brand) was more highly related to higher purchase intentions for receivers of WOM 
than concrete language (e.g., the brand's shirt was well-made.) The same effect was 
indicated for negative valence (e.g., the brand is bad, vs. the brand's shirt was poorly 
made.). Packard and Berger (2016) found that explicit endorsements in ACSIs (e.g., "I 
recommend it" are more influential on other consumers' purchase intentions than implicit 
endorsements (e.g., "I liked it") in e-WOM. Figurative speech has also been shown to 
have a role in influencing the effect of e-WOM. Kronrod and Danziger (2013) 
characterized figurative speech as including: "metaphor (The Ferrari of vacuum 
cleaners), word play (Don’t leave without a good buy), idiomatic expressions (My car’s a 
lemon), hyperbole (The service person was a cell phone professor), or imitating sounds 
(This teacher is wrrrufff, meaning a tough teacher, or ouch!, meaning I was offended)" 
(p. 726). The researchers found that figurative language positively influences consumer 
attitudes towards hedonic, but not utilitarian products (Kronrod & Danziger, 2013). Body 
language including body attitude (e.g., position of arms), facial expression (e.g., smiling), 
and mutual gazing (i.e., meeting the gaze of other consumers) have also been shown to 
influence purchase decisions (Lee & Marshall, 1998). 
Channel influence.  
 Finally, the channel through which information is shared will shape the message 
that is being conveyed. For example, in face-to-face interactions, consumers can share 
messages verbally through their speech and non-verbally through their actions and body 
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language. If communicating through online consumer reviews, the message may be 
limited to a star rating, and 500 written words. Thus, channel and message are 
inextricably linked; as McLuhan (1964) notably stated, the "medium is the message."  
Effect 
 The final construct concerning ACSI is effect, which involves the outcome of the 
consumer-to-consumer communication. In response to an ACSI, the receiver may a) 
change or maintain beliefs or attitudes about a product, service, or brand, b) seek more 
information about the product, service, or brand, c) retransmit the information to other 
consumers, or d) make a decision, such as a purchase, on the product, service, or brand. 
Researchers have shown that ACSIs influence sales (Anderson & Magruder, 2012; 
Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006; McShane et al., 2012; Rosario et al., 2016; Trusov et al., 
2009), purchase intentions (Baker et al, 2016; East, Hammond, & Lomax, 2008; Lin et 
al., 2011; Park, Lee, & Han, 2007; Reigner, 2007), stock value (Luo, 2007), product 
judgments (Bone, 1995; Senecal, & Nantel, 2004), product diffusion (Arndt, 1967; 
Dwyer, 2007), and television ratings (Godes & Mayzlin, 2004). Effect has also been 
evidenced across ACSIs, including WOM (Baker et al, 2016) and e-WOM (Rosario et al., 
2016). Effect is arguably the most important construct to marketers in ACSI (Godes, et 
al., 2005). In fact, over 100 studies have investigated the influence of ACSIs and meta-
analyses have begun to confirm the significant influence of ACSIs on firm performance 
(Rosario et al., 2016). 
Prior Scales Measuring ACSIs 
 Validated scales have been developed that measure WOM and e-WOM (Table 4), 
but a scale that measures the full range of ACSI modalities, including oral, textual, and 
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visual communication is lacking in the literature. In addition, current scales measuring 
WOM and e-WOM naturally focus on oral or written language, to the exclusion of visual 
forms of communication. Harrison-Walker (2001) developed and validated a scale 
measuring word of mouth activity and word of mouth praise (valence) in the service 
industry. The scales showed acceptable reliability with respective alpha coefficients of 
.80 and .78. Goyette, Ricard, Bergeron, and Marticotte (2010) also developed and 
validated a word of mouth scale, for use in the electronic-services industry (e.g., 
expedia.com). This multi-dimensional scale of eWOM included eWOM intensity, 
positive valence, negative valence, and content (Goyette et al., 2001). Although these 
scales serve as useful tools for measuring oral ACSI, with items such as "I spoke of this 
company to many individuals" (Goyette et al., 2001, p. 13) and "When I tell others about 
this service organization, I tend to talk about the organization in great detail" (Harrison-
Walker, 2001), these scales are limited in their ability to measure textual and visual forms 
of ACSI. The most current validated scale for eWOM (Goyette et al., 2001) is based on a 
definition of word of mouth that restricts the phenomenon to verbal communication. 
Goyette et al. (2001) defined eWOM as:  
a verbal informal communication occurring in person, by telephone, email, 
mailing list, or any other communication method regarding a service or a good. A 
recommendation source may be personal or impersonal. (p. 9) 
 
Given the persuasive power of image-based ACSI (Xu et al., 2015), this scale could be 
further expanded and updated to represent the full range of modalities that consumers 
currently use in communicating about products, services, and brands and more accurately 
measure the phenomenon of ACSI. 
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 Further researchers have developed scales to measure aspects of ACSI; however, 
scale development for ACSI was not the main focus of these studies and information on 
the scale development procedures is limited. Carroll and Ahuvia (2006) created items to 
measure WOM in order to study its relationship with brand love. On the face, the items 
appear to measure ACSI actions such as recommending, talking about brands to friends, 
spreading the word about brands, and advertising for the brand. However, no discussion 
on the method of scale item generation was included in the study, so for use as valid 
measures for ACSI, these items would need to be further validated through scale 
development procedures, such as those outlined by Devellis (2011). Chueng and Lee 
(2012) also developed scale items for eWOM for use with a specific social network, 
OpenRice.com. The items were adapted from another scale measuring organizational 
knowledge sharing that was developed from a review of literature and included items 
such as, "I will share my work reports and official documents with members of my 
organization more frequently in the future" and "I intend to share my experience or 
know-how from work with other organizational members more frequently in the future" 
(Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 2005, p. 107). While knowledge sharing about products, 
services, or brands is central to ACSI, the items developed by Cheung and Lee (2012) are 
not generalizable outside of OpenRice.com, with items such as "I will always provide my 
dining experiences at the request of other members in OpenRice.com" (p. 224). Similarly, 
items for WOM developed by Gremler and Gwinner (2000) are specific to the banking 
industry with items such as, "When the topic of banks comes up in conversation, I go out 
of my way to recommend this bank," and may not generalize to other products, services, 
or brands (p. 95). Okazaki (2009) also used knowledge sharing as the basis for two items 
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developed for e-WOM (e.g., "I believe that, either this week or next week, I will 
exchange information with the group of people with whom I am always engaged in word-
of-mouth"); however, it is not clear from the article what process was taken in developing 
these items thus, further validation is needed. The items measuring e-WOM used by Chu 
and Kim (2011) were adapted from scale items for online e-mail forwarding reported in 
Sun et al. (2004). Sun et al. (2004) developed the items for online e-mail forwarding for 
use in a structural model and no discussion of the method of item generation was 
included in the article. Although Chu and Kim (2011) may have partially validated the e-
mail forwarding scale (Sun et al., 2004) with their adapted items, e-mail forwarding is 
only one aspect of ACSI. Thus, further scale development procedures for ACSI is 
warranted. 
Table 4.  
Scales Developed for WOM and Related Constructs 
Author Construct Items α 
(CR) 
Context Validated* 
Carroll & 
Ahuvia, 
2006 
Positive 
WOM 
• I have recommended 
this brand to lots of 
people. 
• I ‘talk up’ this brand to 
my friends. 
• I try to spread the good-
word about this brand. 
• I give this brand tons of 
positive word-of-mouth 
advertising. 
.92 Brands No 
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Table 4 continued 
 
Author Construct Items α 
(CR) 
Context Validated* 
Cheung & 
Lee, 2012 
eWOM • I intend to share my 
dining experiences with 
other members in 
OpenRice.com more 
frequently in the future.  
• I will always provide 
my dining experiences at 
the request of other 
members in 
OpenRice.com.  
• I will try to share my 
dining experiences with 
other members in 
OpenRice.com in a more 
effective way  
(.92) Consumer-
Opinion 
Site 
No 
Gremler & 
Gwinner, 
2000 
WOM • I encourage friends and 
relatives to do business 
with this bank. 
• I recommend this bank 
whenever anyone seeks 
my advice. 
• When the topic of banks 
comes up in conversation, 
I go out of my way  
.91 Banking No 
Goyette, 
Ricard, 
Bergeron, 
Marticotte, 
2010 
e-WOM 
Intensity 
• I spoke of this company 
much more frequently 
than about any other e-
services company.  
• I spoke of this company 
much more frequently 
than about companies of 
any other type. 
• I spoke of this company 
to many individuals.  
.69 e-Services Yes 
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Table 4 continued 
 
Author Construct Items α 
(CR) 
Context Validated* 
 e-WOM 
Positive 
Valence 
• I speak of this 
company’s good sides. 
• I am proud to say to 
others that I am this 
company’s customer. 
• I strongly recommend 
people buy products 
online from this company. 
• I mostly say positive 
things to others. 
• I have spoken 
favourably of this 
company to others. 
.89   
 e-WOM 
Negative 
Valence 
• I mostly say negative 
things to others. 
• I have spoken 
unflatteringly of this 
company to others. 
.82   
 e-WOM 
Content 
• I discuss the user-
friendliness of its website. 
• I discuss security of 
transactions and its 
Internet site. 
• I discuss the prices of 
products offered. 
•  I discuss the variety of 
the products offered. 
• I discuss the quality of 
the products offered  
• I discuss ease of 
transactions.  
• I speak of the rapid 
delivery. 
• I speak of the 
company’s notoriety. 
.80   
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Table 4 continued 
 
Author Construct Items α 
(CR) 
Context Validated* 
Harrison-
Walker, 
2001 
WOM 
Activity 
• I mention this service 
organization to others 
quite frequently. 
• I’ve told more people 
about this service 
organization than I’ve 
told about most other 
service organizations. 
• I seldom miss an 
opportunity to tell others 
about this service 
organization. 
• When I tell others about 
this service organization, 
I tend to talk about the 
organization in great 
detail. 
.80 Service 
Industry 
Yes 
 WOM 
Praise 
• I am proud to tell others 
that I use this service 
organization.  
• I have only good things 
to say about this service 
organization.  
.78   
Lee, Kim, 
& Kim, 
2012 
e-WOM • Saying positive things 
about the online brand 
community to other 
people in future,  
• Recommending this 
online brand community 
to anyone who seeks 
advice about the brand in 
future 
• Encouraging other 
people to join the online 
brand community in 
future.  
.90 Social 
Networking 
Sites 
No 
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Table 4 continued 
 
Author Construct Items α 
(CR) 
Context Validated* 
Okazaki, 
2009 
e-WOM • I believe that, either this 
week or next week, I will 
exchange information 
with the group of people 
with whom I am always 
engaged in word-of-
mouth.   
• I believe that the word-
of-mouth network to 
which I belong will start 
some kind of  information 
exchange quite soon.   
.89 eWOM 
Venue of 
Choice 
No 
*Note: Validation was judged by whether the researchers employed a new sample in 
validating the scale. 
 
Scale Development for ACSI 
 Scale development procedures begin with a clarification of the construct to be 
measured. Thus far in Chapter 2, ACSI has been defined in terms of communication 
theory, and can be seen as effect-producing messages sent by a source via oral, textual, or 
visual channels to a receiver(s) (ranging from one to many) who may provide feedback. 
In terms of scale development, it is wise to focus on one aspect of ACSI (Godes et al., 
2005). It is possible to measure the effect of ACSI in terms of sales (e.g., Anderson & 
Magruder, 2012), purchase intentions (e.g., Baker et al, 2016), and television ratings 
(Godes & Mayzlin, 2004), among others. There also currently exists a measurement scale 
for the message of ACSI (Sweeney, et al., 2012). While in-person oral ACSI can be 
measured with the validated scales of Goyette, et al. (2010) or Harrison-Walker (2001), a 
current, validated scale for ACSI via online oral, textual, and visual communication 
channels is missing from the literature. Thus, for the following chapters, scale 
development for ACSI will focus on ACSI from the viewpoint of the source and develop 
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items to measure the intentions of the source to engage in online oral, textual, and visual 
forms of ACSI regarding a product, service, or brand. 
Hypothesis Development 
 To demonstrate the validity of the proposed scale for ACSI intentions (ACSII), it 
is important to establish the relationship of ACSII "to measures of other constructs" 
(Devellis, 2011, p. 59). These relationships illustrate a "nomological network" of 
variables that should theoretically correlate with ACSII. The theoretically related 
variables illustrated in the nomological network can then be confirmed through 
correlation or covariance analyses (i.e., structural equation modeling) in support of 
nomological validity of the proposed scale (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).  
 Based on previous literature, there are several variables related to the source that 
are theoretically expected to relate to ACSII and can be used to support the validity of the 
proposed scale (Figure 4). As illustrated earlier in Chapter 2, ACSII can be thought of in 
terms of communication theory (see Figure 3, p. 19). According to the theory, ACSII is 
initiated by a source who via a channel transmits a consumer message. Thus, it is 
theoretically expected that ACSIIs via oral, textual, and visual channels should be 
preceded by variables related to the source and followed by those related to the message. 
 As previously described in Chapter 2, ACSII of the source is due to a) personal 
characteristics, b) interactions between the source and the brand, product, or service, and 
c) personal motivations. Personal characteristics of the source include market mavenism 
and opinion leadership (i.e., influentials), innovativeness, involvement, need for 
uniqueness, and generational cohort. Interactions between the source and the brand, 
product, or service include variables such as satisfaction, commitment, and brand love. 
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There are also intrinsic (e.g., fun) and extrinsic motivations (e.g., financial incentives) 
that lead a source to ACSII. Thus, a selection of variables pertaining to personal 
characteristics of the source, interactions between the brand, product, or service, and 
motivations of the source can be used to form the antecedents for ACSII in a nomological 
network for ACSII.  
Personal characteristics of the source.  
 Influentials are consumers who have broader social networks and are looked to 
for advice and opinions more often as compared to other consumers (Keller & Berry, 
2003). As previously noted earlier in Chapter 2, influentials include both market mavens 
and opinion leaders (Nyilasy, 2006). Due to their increased social networks and expertise, 
they engage in significantly more ACSI than other consumers (Bughin et al., 2010).  
Market mavenism has been shown to be related to ACSI (Gelb & Johnson, 1995) and 
Richins and Root-Shaffer (1988) found that opinion leadership predicted three types of 
ACSI messages: WOM regarding product news, advice-giving WOM, and WOM about 
personal experiences with the product. Thus, the following hypotheses are proposed: 
H1a: Market mavenism is positively related to ACSII. 
H1b: Opinion leadership is positively related to ACSII. 
Interactions between the brand, product, or service. 
 Satisfaction is defined as "an outcome of purchase and use resulting from the 
buyer's comparison of the rewards and costs of the purchase in relation to the anticipated 
consequences" (Churchill & Suprenant, 1982, p. 493). Satisfaction is conceptualized 
based on the expectancy-disconfirmation theory (Anderson, 1973). In this theory, 
satisfaction is the result of the comparison between a consumer's perception of a 
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consumption experience and his/her prior expectation for the consumption experience 
(Oliver, 1980). If the consumer's expectations are exceeded, then satisfaction results. 
However, if expectations exceed the actual experience, then the consumer will be 
dissatisfied (Oliver, 1980).  
 Researchers have found that both satisfaction and dissatisfaction lead to ACSI 
(Anderson, 1998; de Matos & Rossi, 2008). Consumers engage in ACSI when they are 
satisfied with a product, service, or brand in order to help the company and other 
consumers, but they are also motivated to engage in ACSI to vent negative feelings about 
dissatisfactory consumption experiences (de Matos & Rossi, 2008; Hennig-Thurau, et al., 
2004). Thus, researchers studying the relationship between ACSI and satisfaction have 
found that both increasing and decreasing levels of satisfaction are significantly related to 
ACSI (Anderson, 1998; de Matos & Rossi, 2008). When satisfaction is high, consumers 
are more likely to engage in ACSI, and when dissatisfaction is high, consumers are also 
more likely to engage in ACSI (Andrson, 1998; de Matos & Rossi, 2008). Thus, the 
following hypotheses are proposed: 
H2a: Consumer satisfaction will exhibit a quadratic relationship with ACSII. 
 Consumers form a variety of relationships with brands, including those that 
resemble interpersonal love (Fournier (1998). Utilizing a theory of interpersonal love, 
Shimp and Madden (1998) suggested that consumers develop loving relationships with 
objects through intimacy, yearning, and decision/commitment. However, Carroll and 
Ahuvia (2006) argued that love between consumers and brands was distinct from 
interpersonal love and conceptualized brand love as "the degree of passionate emotional 
attachment a satisfied consumer has for a particular trade name" (p. 81).  
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Emotional brand attachment, which is a similar construct to brand love, is defined 
as "the strength of the bond connecting the brand with the self" (Park, MacInnis, Priester, 
Eisingerich, & Iacobucci, 2010, p. 2). However, Vlachos & Vrechopoulos (2012) noted 
that these terms are synonymous and used interchangeably in marketing literature. Thus, 
brand love (i.e., emotional attachment) consists of the underlying dimensions of passion 
driven behaviors, self-brand integration, positive emotional connections, long term 
relationship, anticipated separation distress, attitude valence, and attitude strength (Batra, 
Ahuvia, & Bagozzi, 2012). Brand love has been found to be a significant predictor of oral 
ACSI (Batra et al., 2012; Carroll & Ahuvia, 2006) and Karjaluoto, Munnukka, and Kiuru 
(2016) found that brand love was related to both oral and textual ACSI.  
As noted previously, Solomon (1983) stated that products and brands are a key 
component of a consumer's "social reality, self concept, and behavior" (p. 319) and 
Berger (2014) suggested that consumers are motivated to engage in oral and textual ACSI 
regarding loved brands due to their needs for self-enhancement. While prior research has 
not investigated the relationship between self-enhancement and visual ACSI, Shumaker, 
Loranger, and Dorie (2016) found that consumers posted photos of themselves with 
specific brands on Instagram for self-enhancement reasons, suggesting that brands may 
play a role in visual ACSI as well. Based on this prior research, the following hypothesis 
is proposed: 
H3: Brand love will be significantly related to ACSII. 
Personal motivations of the source.  
 Consumers are motivated to engage in ACSI for a variety of intrinsic and 
extrinsic reasons. As previously stated, intrinsic motivations are related to the human 
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needs for competence, autonomy, and relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Extrinsic 
motivations are driven by an outside influence, such as the motivation that comes from a 
financial reward. Researchers have identified a number intrinsic and extrinsic motivations 
that lead to ACSI on websites and consumer opinion sites, in virtual communities, and 
via email and mobile devices. Bronner and de Hoog (2009) identified five motivations for 
sharing consumer information on travel websites, whereas Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) 
identified seven motivations leading to consumer communication on a variety of 
consumer review sites. Huang et al. (2012) found four motivations leading to consumer 
video sharing, while five motivations were found for sharing of consumer content via 
mobile phones (Okazaki, 2009). Wang and Fesenmaier (2003) found only three 
motivations leading to participation in a virtual travel community. Given the varying 
motivations found for ACSI on differing channels, these variables are not suitable for 
inclusion in the nomological network as the theoretical relationships between motivations 
and ACSII are not clear.  
Message.  
 According to the proposed communication model, variables related to the source 
are antecedent to ACSII via oral, textual, and visual channels, whereas variables related 
to the message are consequent to ACSII. Message variables that pertain to the source 
include message valence, content, and language. Valence refers to the positive or 
negative valence of the message. Content describes the characteristics of the message, 
such as degree of emotion or arousal included in the message. Language refers to the 
formal characteristics of the ACSI message, such as the use of figurative language.  
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However, as this factor only applies to oral and textual communication, but not visual 
communication, it will not be considered in the development of the nomological network. 
 The valence of an ACSI message can be positive, negative, neutral, or mixed (de 
Matos & Rossi, 2008). Baker et al. (2016) found that consumers were more likely to send 
ACSI messages that were positive, followed by mixed, negative, and neutral. Berger and 
Milkman (2012) found that consumers were more likely to send ACSI messages that 
were positive compared to negative. This positivity effect is due to the self-presentation 
motivation for engaging in ACSI (Berger & Milkman, 2012). Consumers would rather 
transmit positive information in order to reflect their identity in a more positive light. 
However, although consumers are more likely to transmit positive messages, in situations 
where they are increasingly dissatisfied, they engage in ACSI to vent their negative 
feelings (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004) and so the valence is more likely to be negative. 
Indeed, Berger and Milkman (2012) found that both positive and negative messages were 
positively correlated with sending product-related emails. Thus,  
the following hypotheses is proposed: 
H4: Valence will exhibit a quadratic relationship with ACSII. 
 ACSI messages can contain cognitive, emotive, or arousing content (Berger, 
2011; Berger & Milkman, 2012; Sweeney et al., 2012). As previously discussed in 
Chapter 2, consumers are more likely to share ACSI messages that contain emotional 
content, including anger, anxiety, and awe; cognitive content, such as informative, 
interesting, and surprising content (Berger, 2011; Berger and Milkman, 2012; Huang et 
al., 2012); and arousing content, such as that which is intense or reinforcing (Sweeney et 
al., 2012). Thus, the following hypotheses are proposed: 
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H5a: ACSII will be positively related to cognitive messages. 
H5b: ACSII will be positively related to affective messages. 
H5c: ACSII will be positively related to arousing messages. 
 
Figure 4. The nomological model indicating the antecedents and consequents of ACSII. 
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CHAPTER 3.  METHOD 
 
 This chapter describes the process for developing a valid and reliable 
measurement scale for ACSI intentions (ACSII) via oral, textual, and visual 
communication channels from the viewpoint of the source. Researchers (Churchill, 1979; 
DeVellis, 2011; Furr, 2011) have described several steps that are relevant to scale 
development. Churchill (1979) suggested that scale development follow eight steps: 1) 
specify the domain of the construct, 2) generate a sample of items, 3) collect data, 4) 
purify the measure, 5) collect data, 6) assess reliability of the measure, 7) assess validity 
of the measure, and 8) develop norms. DeVellis (2011) also outlined steps relevant to 
scale development: 1) clearly determine the construct, 2) generate an initial item pool, 3) 
determine the measurement format, 4) review of item pool by experts, 5) include 
validation items, 6) administer the item pool to a development sample, 7) evaluate the 
items, and 8) optimize the scale length. Furr (2011) advised further steps: revise the items 
and administer the measure to further samples until the scale results in "good 
psychometric quality and clear psychological meaning" (p. 14). Thus, to develop a scale 
for ACSII, an exploratory mixed method design was employed (Creswell, 2014) with 
eleven methodological steps developed from Churchill (1979), DeVellis (2011), and Furr 
(2011) (Figure 5). These steps were chosen to develop a valid and reliable scale: the first 
five steps establish the content validity of the proposed scale and the remaining steps will 
help to confirm the construct and criterion validity and reliability of the scale. 
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Figure 5. Methodological steps of scale development for ACSII. 
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Validity and Reliability 
In order to obtain a scale with good psychometric properties, it is important to 
establish the validity and reliability of the scale throughout the steps of construct 
development. According to Devellis (2011), "validity is inferred from the manner in 
which a scale was constructed, its ability to predict specific events, or its relationship to 
measures of other constructs" (p. 59). The validity of a scale can be assessed by 
evaluating content, construct, and criterion (i.e., concurrent) validity (Murphy & 
Davidshofer, 2001). Content validity concerns whether the scale items are "a sample of a 
universe in which the investigator is interested" (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955, p. 282). A 
scale for ACSII would show content validity, if the scale items were an accurate 
representative of the construct of ACSII. Content validity can be demonstrated with a 
comprehensive literature review that investigates all aspects of the construct (ACSII), 
qualitative data collection to confirm that the extent of the construct has been accounted 
for (Churchill, 1979), and expert review of the developed items to further ensure 
relevance to the construct of ACSII (Devellis, 2011). Thus, content validity will be 
assessed in step 1: construct clarification, step 2: pilot survey, step 4: expert review, and 
step 5: pretest of items. 
Once content validity is established, demonstrating construct validity involves 
asking, "what constructs account for variance in test performance?" (Cronbach & Meehl, 
1955, p. 282). For a measurement scale for ACSII, construct validity concerns the extent 
to which the developed scale measures the construct of ACSII and not another construct 
(e.g., opinion leadership). Construct validity entails nomological, convergent, and 
discriminant validity. A scale is said to show nomological validity when relationships 
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between the measured construct (i.e., ACSII) and other variables conform to those 
suggested by theory. In Chapter 2, literature relevant to ACSI was reviewed 
demonstrating that ACSII is theoretically related to other variables such as opinion 
leadership, loyalty, service quality, and satisfaction. If the new scale for ACSII is found 
to have similar relationships in practice as those suggested by prior research, then 
nomological validity has been demonstrated. Convergent and discriminant validity 
suggests that constructs that are similar to each other should be highly correlated 
(convergent), whereas correlations between constructs that are dissimilar should be low 
(discriminant). To demonstrate convergent validity for ACSI, each item of the newly 
developed scale should be highly correlated to the latent construct of ACSI. This can be 
assessed using confirmatory factor analysis by calculating the average variance extracted 
(AVE) of the ACSII construct. If the AVE exceeds the suggested cutoff criteria of 0.5 
(Hair et al., 2010) then convergent validity can be said to be established. To establish 
discriminant validity, the ACSII items should not be too highly correlated with other 
constructs. Discriminant validity can be assessed by comparing the AVE of the ACSII 
construct to the correlations between other factors. If the square root of the AVE for the 
ACSII factor is greater than the intercorrelations with other constructs, then discriminant 
validity can be said to be established.  
A criterion is a standard by which something can be measured ("Criterion," n.d.). 
Criterion validity is demonstrated when a scale shows a strong relationship with another 
standard measure of the construct of interest (DeVellis, 2011). Although prior scales for 
ACSI (Goyette, Ricard, Bergeron, & Marticotte, 2001; Harrison-Walker, 2001) do not 
include visual communication modes, these prior scales (i.e., criterion) should be highly 
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related to the new scale for ACSI. If these scales are found to be significantly correlated 
to ACSI, criterion validity of the new scale will be established. 
A reliable scale is one that yields consistent and predictable results (Murphy & 
Davidshofer, 2001; DeVellis, 2011). A reliable scale for ACSI intentions should result in 
a consistent measure for the construct of interest regardless of factors such as the time the 
scale is taken or which individual is taking the scale. A Cronbach's alpha coefficient 
measures the internal consistency of the items and this statistic was used to assess 
reliability (DeVellis, 2011).  
Construct Clarification 
 In order to develop a scale for ACSII and ensure content validity of the developed 
scale, the construct to be measured must be clearly defined (DeVellis, 2011). In Chapter 
2, ACSI was defined according to communication theory, and relevant literature was 
reviewed pertaining to the source (e.g., Goldsmith et al., 2012; Feick & Price, 1987), 
receiver (e.g., Arndt, 1967; Bone, 1995; Lin et al., 2011), contact (e.g., Baker et al., 2016; 
De Bruyn & Lillien, 2008), channel (e.g., Baker et al., 2016; Barasch & Berger 2014; 
Chen et al., 2011; Packard & Berger, 2016), message (e.g., Baker et al., 2016; Godes & 
Mayzlin, 2004; Chen, Wang, & Xie, 2011), feedback (e.g., Cascio et al., 2015; Sridhar & 
Srinivasan, 2012), and effect (e.g., Anderson & Magruder, 2012; Baker et al, 2016; 
Godes & Mayzlin, 2004; Rosario et al., 2016). This construct clarification was the first of 
several steps to ensure content validity as outlined by Murphy and Davidshofer (2001).   
Pilot Data Collection and Analysis 
 In step 2, a pilot survey was conducted to further clarify the construct domain of 
ACSI, aid in the development of an initial item pool to measure ACSI, and identify 
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critical incidents leading to ACSI. Participants in the pilot study were asked via an open-
ended online survey to share experiences where they engaged in ACSI. These responses 
were then qualitatively analyzed to confirm the conceptualization of ACSI outlined in 
stage 1, further ensuring content validity. This analysis was then used to inform the 
ACSII item development in step 3. The pilot data was also analyzed for critical incidents 
leading to ACSI. Critical incidents are situations that lead to a behavior of interest 
(Ronan & Latham, 1974). For example, a critical incident for ACSI might be the 
purchase of a new car. This critical incident of purchasing a car leads to ACSI behavior 
such as recommending the car brand to friends and family and posting a photo of it on 
social media. Another critical incident might be a dissatisfying restaurant experience, 
which leads to reporting the experience on Yelp.com. Thus, the dissatisfying restaurant 
experience is a critical incident leading to ACSI. The critical incident technique has been 
used in prior research to develop scenarios for use in marketing surveys (Wason, 
Polonsky, & Hyman, 2002); thus, the critical incidents leading to ACSI as identified in 
the pilot study were used to develop scenarios for use in the quantitative surveys in steps 
6 and 9 (i.e., administering the items to the development and confirmatory samples).  
Sample.  
 The pilot survey was administered online to a sample of undergraduate students at 
a large midwestern university. The students were invited to participate via a campus-wide 
email announcement that contained a link to the pilot survey. Churchill (1979) noted that 
the initial qualitative sample in scale development "is not a probability sample, but a 
judgment sample of persons who can offer some ideas and insights into the phenomenon" 
(p. 67). As a student sample is younger and more digitally savvy than the average 
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American consumer (Taylor & Keeter, 2010), this sample was deemed adequate for 
developing items to measure ACSII that include newer forms of online oral, textual, and 
visual consumer communication. 
Instrument.  
 The online pilot survey was developed to tap experiences leading to ACSI for 
positive and negative products and services. Two open-ended questions asked 
participants about their ACSI experiences:   
1. Please think of a specific instance where you shared information through a digital 
channel (e.g., email, text message, social media, blog, website, online reviews 
site) about a product, service, or brand.  Please describe this instance in as much 
detail as possible: 
a. What was it about? 
b. Who was it to? 
c. What was the message? 
2. What was the reason that you shared the information online about the product, 
service or brand? 
These two questions were presented with one of the following four examples concerning 
positive or negative products or services in an attempt to stimulate responses across a 
range of product and service experiences: 
1. For example, maybe you bought a great pair of new shoes and you wanted to 
share that information with others via a digital channel. 
2. For example, maybe you bought a pair of new shoes that were uncomfortable and 
you wanted to share that information with others via a digital channel. 
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3. For example, maybe you visited a restaurant and the food was great and you 
wanted to share that information with others via a digital channel. 
4. For example, maybe you visited a restaurant and the food was terrible and you 
wanted to share that information with others via a digital channel. 
Following these questions, the participants were asked to confirm details of their ACSI 
experience with the following questions: 
1. Was the information you shared about a product, service, or brand?  
2. What was the name of the product, service, or brand?  
3. How many other consumers did you share the information with? 
4. How close was your relationship with the person or persons you shared the 
information with? 
5. What platform did you use to share the information? 
6. What was the name of the platform you used? 
7. Which of the following (text, emojiis, images, videos) were included in the 
message? 
8. What was the overall sentiment of the message? 
9. Did you share the information using your desktop/laptop computer, tablet, mobile 
phone, or other? 
The survey instrument also included items tapping the frequency of information sharing 
via digital channels, market mavenism (Feick, 1987), opinion leadership (Childers, 
1986), and demographics. The survey was pre-tested for clarity by 11 graduate students 
and faculty with 1-11 years of research experience. 
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Data analyses.  
 Data from the pilot survey were analyzed using qualitative techniques, such as 
constant comparison, as outlined by Corbin and Strauss (2007). Corbin and Strauss 
(2007) defined qualitative analysis as "a process of examining and interpreting data in 
order to elicit meaning, gain understanding, and develop empirical knowledge" (p. 1). 
The data from the pilot survey were analyzed in three stages as per Miles, Huberman, and 
Saldana (2014) using the qualitative analysis software, Nvivo. In the first stage (data 
condensation), central themes and patterns were identified in the data. The second stage 
involved data display (Miles et al., 2014). In this stage, the identified themes were sorted 
and compared to the concepts identified in the literature review (Chapter 2) and 
illustrated in the proposed theoretical framework of ACSI (p. 19). Miles et al. (2014) 
suggested that conclusions be verified in the third stage. Thus, the conceptualization of 
ACSII was confirmed, refined, and verified according to the data from the pilot survey.  
Development of Initial Item Pool and Scenarios 
 Based on the literature review, theoretical framework, and pilot survey analyses, 
initial items were developed to measure the intention of the source to engage in ACSI via 
oral, textual, and visual modalities. The goal of this step was to create scale items that 
were concise, easily readable, and unambiguous to accurately measure the latent 
construct of interest (Devellis, 2011). Additionally, 11 scenarios with the potential to lead 
to ACSI were developed from the pilot data for later use in the quantitative surveys. The 
scenarios were developed to provide participants with a situation in which they could 
judge their intentions to engage in ACSI. 
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 The initially developed items to measure ACSII included statements such as "I 
will text someone a video of this" and "I will write someone a text message about this" 
that respondents could answer on a Likert-type scale. The items were then reviewed by 
five experts in marketing to ensure that the items reflected the domain of ACSII 
(Churchill, 1979). Three of the reviewing experts had between 6-30 years of experience 
in academia in a marketing or marketing-related field, one expert had 18 years of industry 
experience in search engine and social media marketing, and one expert had 17 years of 
experience in statistical scale development. Items were revised based on feedback from 
the experts. 
 Five points were chosen as the response scale for the ACSII items. The end points 
were "very unlikely" (1) to "very likely” (5). These end points were selected instead of 
the commonly used level of agreement (e.g., strongly agree), because likelihood relates 
better to the definition of intentions --"a person's subjective probability that he will 
perform some behavior" (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975, p. 288). Thus, likelihood was 
considered an appropriate rating scale for ACSII. A five-point rating scale was chosen as 
these points could correspond to probabilities between 0 and 100% as used in prior 
intentions scales (Jamieson & Bass, 1988; Juster, 1966). The ACSII items were 
accompanied by the following description of the rating scale: 
This survey makes use of different rating scales. When you see a question asking 
"how likely" it is that you will do something, you can interpret that as the 
probability or chance that you will do something:     
o Very unlikely = around a 0% chance that you will.  
o Very likely = around a 100% chance that you will.  
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o Neither likely nor unlikely = about a 50-50 chance that you will or will 
not. 
 Eleven scenarios leading to ACSI were developed for use in later quantitative 
surveys. The scenarios were created based on multiple similar ACSI experiences that 
were described in the pilot study. Only critical incidents that were reported by multiple 
participants and that included an adequate amount of information (e.g., the receiver, 
channel, and message were described) about the ACSI event were considered for scenario 
development. The critical incidents were also selected for scenario development so that a 
range of positive and negative product and service experiences were represented. 
 The item pool and scenarios were then pre-tested for conciseness, readability, and 
unambiguity with a convenience sample of 12 graduate students and faculty with 2-30 
years of experience in academic writing and editing. The graduate students and faculty 
checked that the items were free of errors and clearly written, so that variance in 
responses could be said to be attributable to the latent variable of ACSII and not another 
source of error such as due to an incorrect spelling or the use of a confusing term. The 
scenarios were checked for clarity, correctness, and completeness. The graduate students 
and faculty further rated the scenarios on gender neutrality and the likelihood that a 
consumer would send oral, textual, and visual information with other consumers, given 
the scenario. Based on the comments and ratings, four final scenarios were selected: 
1. Imagine you are dining at a new restaurant in town. The service has been just 
awful. The waiter has a terrible attitude and didn't take your drink order for at 
least 20 minutes. When the food arrives, you find that your dinner is completely 
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overcooked, but the waiter takes another ten minutes before returning to check on 
you, so you don't bother sending it back to the kitchen. 
2. Imagine you have just bought a new pair of a top brand of expensive headphones. 
You got a great deal on them and are excited to try them because they are the new 
model that just came out. You try the headphones and really like them--they have 
good features, great sound, look cool, and are comfortable. 
3. Imagine you are shopping online for some new clothes. You visit a retailer's 
website and make a purchase. The clothes you ordered arrive much faster than 
you were expecting and upon inspection you find that they are better quality than 
they appeared in the photos online. You try them on and they fit well.  
4. Imagine that you have purchased an expensive product online and you just 
received it in the mail. You open the package and find that the product is 
completely damaged! You are angry because the product is no longer useable due 
to the damage. You try to contact the company, but two weeks go by and you 
have not received a response.  
Quantitative Data Collection 
 After the initial scale items were developed, two stages of data collection with 
two samples were conducted to assess the reliability and construct and criterion validity 
of the ACSII scale (Table 5). Initially, the item pool developed in steps one though five 
was administered to a development sample. The scale was then assessed for reliability 
and nomological, convergent, discriminant, and criterion validity. The scale items were 
then further refined and administered to a confirmatory sample. The responses from the  
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confirmatory sample were again evaluated for the reliability and validity (including 
nomological, convergent, discriminant, and criterion, validity) of the scale (Table 5). 
Table 5. 
Stages of Quantitative Data Collection 
Data Collection  Steps of Scale 
Development 
Sample Items Assessment of 
Validity/Reliability 
Stage 1 7, 8, 9 Development 
Sample 
Initial item 
pool 
Nomological, Convergent, 
Discriminant, & Criterion 
Validity; Reliability 
Stage 2 10, 11 Confirmatory 
Sample 
Refined 
items 
Nomological, Convergent, 
Discriminant, & Validity; 
Reliability 
 
Sample.  
 The initial item pool was administered to a nationally representative development 
sample. This sample was contacted through a third-party respondent provider (Qualtrics). 
Although this was a non-probability sample, the respondents were expected to be 
nationally representative in terms of gender, age, ethnicity, and education. The 
respondents were contacted by Qualtrics and asked to complete the online survey after 
reading and completing the informed consent form. Following the optimization of the 
ACSII scale, the refined items were then administered to a confirmatory convenience 
sample of alumni at a large midwestern land-grant university. This sample was expected 
to be nationally representative in terms of gender, age, and region of primary residence. 
The sample was contacted via email through a distribution list purchased from the alumni 
association of a large midwestern university. A random drawing for a $100 gift card 
incentivized the confirmatory sample to complete the survey. Approval from the Internal 
Review Board (IRB) was established before any data were collected from respondents. 
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Instrument.  
 Two online surveys were developed using Qualtrics survey software for use with 
the development and confirmatory samples. The first survey included the initial item 
pool, items measuring demographics and Internet use, and items measuring variables 
related to the nomological network, including six items each from empirically validated 
scales for market mavenism (Feick, 1987) and opinion leadership (Childers, 1986), as 
well as six items measuring valenced WOM adapted from the two validated scales for 
WOM from Goyette et al. (2010) and Harrison-Walker (2001). Two additional valence 
items (for a total of 8) were developed to capture valence in the online context: "I share 
positive messages about this." and "I send complimentary messages about this to others." 
Three items capturing WOM intensity from the validated WOM scale of Goyette, et al. 
(2010) were included for use in tests of criterion validity. The complete set of variables 
related to the nomological network for ACSII were not included in the development 
survey due to the long length of the initial instrument to measure ACSII and a constraint 
from the panel provider (Qualtrics) to keep the survey under 20 minutes. 
 The second survey included the refined item pool, demographic and Internet 
items, and items measuring variables in the complete nomological network including, 
market mavenism (Feick, 1987), opinion leadership (Childers, 1986), satisfaction (Oliver, 
1980), brand love (Batra et al., 2012), message valence (Goyette et al. 2010; Harrison-
Walker, 2001), cognitive messages (Sweeney et al., 2012), affective messages (adapted 
from Richins, 1997), and arousing messages (Sweeney et al., 2012). The measures of 
purchase satisfaction from Oliver (1980) were chosen over other satisfaction scales as 
these items could be answered without actual experience with the product or service, thus 
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participants imagining themselves in the scenarios used in the development and 
confirmatory surveys could reasonably be expected to respond to these satisfaction items. 
For simplicity in the analyses, the 6-item unidimensional brand love measure was utilized 
instead of the 56 item multi-factor measure (Batra et al., 2012). As no scales currently 
exist for affective messages, 16 items were adapted from the Consumption Emotions Set 
of Richins (1997) to measure positive and negative affective messages (e.g., "my 
message conveyed pleasure," "my message conveyed anger" [agree/disagree]). 
 Both surveys included two of the scenarios developed in steps two and three to set 
up a situation where the participant would potentially share information with other 
consumers after imagining themselves in the scenario. The scenarios represented a range 
of positive and negative product and service experiences to validate the scale across 
varying consumer-related situations. Additionally, the confirmatory survey included an 
additional scenario where participants were asked to name their favorite brand (i.e., a 
brand they really like) and rate their brand love. The brand love scenario was adapted 
from Cho (2011). After the scenarios, the instrument included items measuring 
satisfaction with a hypothetical purchase and ACSII likelihood. The instruments then 
included a prompt indicating that the participant had decided to communicate information 
about the product, service or brand and then the measurement items for the consequent 
variables (e.g., "the message was informative") were presented to participants. Further 
questions involved the market mavenism and opinion leadership items and items related 
to Internet use and demographics. 
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Data Analyses.  
 Exploratory factor analyses (EFA) using principal axis factoring and oblique 
rotation were used to assess the initial item pool for ACSII. EFA is used to reveal latent 
variables among a set of measured variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Principal axis 
factoring is used for data that violates multivariate normality and oblique rotation is 
suitable for factors that are assumed to be correlated (DeVellis, 2011). If multiple factors 
are indicated within the ACSII items (e.g., oral, textual, and visual modalities emerge as 
separate latent constructs), then it is assumed that these factors would be correlated, thus 
oblique rotation is appropriate for the analysis. Regarding the results of the EFA, items 
with factor loadings above 0.50 on one factor were retained, while those that cross loaded 
or exhibited factors loadings below 0.40 were dropped from the scale (Hair, Black, 
Babin, & Anderson, 2010). The number of factors in the scale was determined through 
eigenvalues, scree plots, and parallel analysis. Reliability of the retained items was based 
on the Cronbach's alpha coefficient. EFAs were conducted on half of the data from the 
initial development sample: the data from the survey including the negative service 
scenario. The items were refined and then the scale length was optimized through further 
EFAs. 
 Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) with Maximum Likelihood estimation were 
used to a) confirm the factor structure of the ACSII scale and b) estimate the relationships 
between ACSII and other constructs. Additionally, structural equation models were 
estimated showing the relationships between ACSII and other variables in the 
nomological network including market mavenism, opinion leadership, satisfaction, brand 
love, valence, cognitive messages, affective messages, and arousing messages. These 
75 
analyses aided in demonstrating the nomological network that supports construct validity. 
The CFAs and structural equation models (SEMs) were conducted with four samples. 
First, the refined items resulting from the EFA were cross-checked with the second half 
of the development sample (the sample that saw the positive product scenario). Then, 
CFAs and SEMs were also used to further assess reliability and validity with the 
confirmatory sample. The confirmatory sample was split in three across three scenarios. 
  Model fit for the CFAs were assessed with Chi-square and other goodness-of-fit 
indices, including, CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR. The Chi-square statistic is sensitive to 
non-normality and increasing sample sizes (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010), thus the Chi-
square to degrees of freedom ratio will also be considered with a ratio of less than three 
indicating good model fit (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). The remaining 
goodness-of-fit indices will be judged by cutoff values established by Hu and Bentler 
(1999): CFI > .95, TLI > .95, RMSEA < .06, SRMR < .08.  
Procedure.  
 Participants in the development and confirmatory samples were invited to 
participate in the study via email and sent a link to the online survey. Before beginning 
the survey, participants were informed of their rights as a participant and asked if they 
consented to take part in the study. Consenting participants then proceeded to read an 
introduction to the survey topic and conventions. Participants in the development sample 
were randomly assigned to see one of two scenarios concerning a negative service 
scenario or a positive product scenario. Participants in the confirmatory survey saw one 
of three scenarios, a positive product/service scenario, a brand love scenario, or a 
negative product/service scenario. All participants were asked to imagine themselves in 
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the scenario and then rate their satisfaction with a hypothetical purchase and the 
likelihood that they would engage in ACSI given the scenario. The participants were then 
presented with a prompt suggesting they had decided to engage in ACSI. The participant 
was then asked questions regarding the message they would communicate and their 
propensity to communicate overall. Finally, participants completed the manipulation 
checks and Internet use and demographic items. At the end of the confirmatory survey, 
participants were asked if they would like to participate in the drawing for a $100 gift 
card. 
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CHAPTER 4.  CONFIRMING CONTENT VALIDITY 
 
 This chapter describes the first five steps of the scale development for ACSII. To 
reiterate, the first five steps involve the confirmation of the content validity of the 
measurement items for ACSII (Figure 6). Step 1 was completed in Chapter 2 where 
ACSII was theoretically conceptualized as a construct involving a source, receiver, 
contact, channel, message, feedback, and effect. In step 2, a pilot survey was conducted 
to gather open-ended descriptions of ACSI experiences from a sample of undergraduate 
students. These data were analyzed and the conceptualization of ACSII from step 1 was 
confirmed and refined, ensuring that the content of the ACSII construct was valid 
according to both theory and practice. An initial item pool was then created based on the 
refined conceptualization of the ACSII construct. In step 4, the content of the items was 
further validated through the review and refinement of the items by a panel of experts. 
The items were then pre-tested for clarity for a final check of content validity.  
 
Figure 6. Steps to confirm content validity of the ACSII measurement items. 
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Pilot Survey 
 The online pilot survey was distributed to 31,774 undergraduate students at a 
large midwestern university. Data were collected across four days resulting in a total of 
1,098 responses. After removing responses that were more than 50% incomplete, 1,082 
remained for analysis. Of the 1,082 complete responses, 912 participants shared an 
experience with ACSI. The remaining participants (15.62%) indicated that they did not 
share information about products, services, or brands via a digital channel or left the 
questions unanswered.  
 The 912 ACSIs shared in the pilot survey were both qualitatively and 
quantitatively analyzed to confirm and refine the conceptualization of the ACSI construct 
as outlined in the literature review (step 1). The open-ended responses to questions 
concerning the ACSI incidents were analyzed qualitatively. The quantitative responses to 
questions on opinion leadership, market mavenism, topic of the ACSI, number of 
receivers, tie strength, channel, channel modality, medium, and valence were analyzed 
with descriptive statistics (proportions, means, standard deviations). The qualitative data 
were analyzed in three stages as per Miles et al. (2014). In the first stage, an initial set of 
themes were identified in the data and a master coding sheet was created that included the 
themes of source, receiver, contact, feedback, channel, message, and effect and related 
subthemes. The themes and subthemes identified are listed in Table 6. Two researchers 
then independently coded 10% of the data after agreeing on the master coding sheet. An 
acceptable inter-coder agreement of 90% was achieved, confirming the reliability of the 
coding. The remaining data were coded by the primary researcher. In the second stage of 
data analysis (data display), the themes and subthemes identified in stage 1, were sorted 
79 
and compared to a) other themes/subthemes, b) the quantitative results, and c) the 
concepts outlined in the literature review. In this stage, patterns, contrasts, comparisons, 
and counts were noted (Miles et al., 2014). In the final stage, conclusions were verified 
through triangulation (demonstration of the theme/subtheme or pattern from three or 
more participants). 
Pilot sample characteristics.  
The sample for the pilot survey was comprised of 323 males (35.42%), 582 
females (63.82%), and 7 participants who selected "other" (0.77%) as their gender. The 
participants ranged in age from 18-54 years old. Being a student sample, the average age 
was skewed towards younger ages with a mean age of 22.5 and a standard deviation of 
4.04. In terms of race/ethnicity, the majority of participants identified as white (80.41%) 
followed by Asian (9.15%), Latino (4.44%), and African American (2.03%). The student 
participants were also highly educated with 654 (60.44%) reporting some college 
education, 181 (16.73%) reporting a Bachelor's degree, and 95 (8.78%) reporting an 
advanced degree. The complete breakdown of sample characteristics can be found in 
Table 7. Although the initial qualitative sample need not be a probability sample, but a 
sample that can provide insight into the phenomenon of interest (Churchill, 1979), it 
should be noted that the pilot sample was not representative of the US population, which 
by US Census 2015 estimates was 50.8% female, 77.1% white, and 86.7% had a high 
school education or higher. 
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Table 6. 
Themes and Sub-Themes Identified from the Qualitative Descriptions of ACSIs 
Themes Sub-themes Properties Description Examples 
Source Personal 
characteristics 
Innovativeness Trying the latest 
products/services before others. 
"I wanted to tell her about the newest makeup 
products in the Bare Minerals department." 
Need for 
conformity 
Desire to be like/gain approval 
from others 
"I wanted my friends opinion on the dress, to see 
if she liked it too or not." 
Value 
consciousness 
Concern for paying low prices/ 
on quality products 
"the products at the store are very well made and 
wanted to share that with my friends and help 
them get a deal." 
Opinion 
leadership 
Actively shares opinions on a 
specific product domain. 
"I always say good things about food…and 
wanted to promote [the restaurant]." 
Interactions 
with the 
product, 
service, or 
brand 
Satisfaction The difference between what a 
consumer expects from a 
product or service and what 
they actually experience. 
"Typically I will share my opinion on a product 
if it does not meet my expectations for quality 
and/or poor customer service." 
Brand love An emotional bond with a brand 
or branded product or service. 
"I love them so much that I had to post 
something on Facebook about them."" 
Intrinsic & 
extrinsic 
motivations 
Intrinsic 
motivations 
Motivations driven by the 
human needs for competence, 
autonomy, and relatedness. 
"Typically I spend a fair amount of time 
researching products before I buy them." 
(competence) 
"Sharing it publicly increases the accountability 
of the business, in my opinion." (autonomy) 
"I wanted to provide information to [my friends] 
in hopes that it could be useful for them as well." 
(relatedness) 
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Table 6 continued 
Themes Sub-themes Properties Description Examples 
Arousal An arousing (e.g., exciting, 
angry, passionate) experience. 
"I sent it to my friend who also likes Osomatsu-
san, sharing my excitement for the game's 
release." 
Extrinsic 
motivations 
Motivations driven by a reward. "I shared that I loved the products and shared a 
code because If I shared the code I got money 
off of my next purchase." 
Actions of the 
source 
Action words that participants 
used to describe engagement in 
ACSI. 
"I shared because I liked the product so much." 
"I sent her a snap chat of the items." 
Receiver Information 
seeking 
Receiver characteristic of 
requesting information from the 
source. 
"I reviewed several different MacBooks through 
email to my parents who were looking to buy 
one. They wanted to know which one was the 
best for them." 
Price 
consciousness 
Receiver characteristic of 
valuing good prices. 
"The followers of my blog are also avid sports 
fans and appreciate any deals that come their 
way." 
Contact Relationships The named relationship 
between the source and 
receiver. 
"I sent a picture to my best friend " 
"I texted my mom."  
Homophily The similarity between the 
source and receiver. 
"We are very similar so I typically share videos 
of products [with her]." 
Feedback Communications from the 
receiver to the source in 
response to ASCI. 
"We sent texts and email back and forth." 
"I shared [the video] to my [Facebook] page. It 
was liked by a few of my friends." 
Channel Text message Text Text-based messages sent via 
text message. 
"I texted my close friend regarding the new 
Blaze Pizza restaurant. I said that he needed to 
try it out." 
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Table 6 continued 
Themes Sub-themes Properties Description Examples 
Images Image-based messages sent via 
text message. 
"I texted a picture to my friend." 
Video Video-based messages sent via 
text message. 
""I got a new set of golf clubs. I shared a video 
[via text]." 
Instant 
message 
Text Text-based messages sent via 
instant message. 
"I shared a link to the Skimm news service. It 
was through a Facebook message." 
Images Image-based messages sent via 
instant message. 
" I instant messaged my friend on Facebook 
about how great they were along with a picture." 
Video Video-based messages sent via 
instant message. 
"I shared a video about a unique food to a friend 
via instant messaging on fb." 
Social media Text Text-based messages posted on 
social media. 
"I mostly share [articles] via Facebook to my 
entire friend list. About half the time, I write a 
blurb with it." 
Images Image-based messages posted 
on social media. 
"I posted pictures on Facebook from a play (a 
service) I went to recently." 
Video Video-based messages posted 
on social media. 
"It was a video about how cosmetics used to be 
made, and I shared it on my personal Facebook 
page." 
Online review Text Text-based messages posted to 
an online review. 
"I thought the food was really good, so I 
reviewed it through [G]oogle so that other 
people searching could see it." 
Images Image-based messages posted 
to an online review. 
"I used Yelp and took a picture of my salad." 
Video Video-based messages posted to 
an online review. 
"I once had an XS energy drink and on the 
[retailer] website I had shared the video on how 
the bottles were damaged." 
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Table 6 continued 
Themes Sub-themes Properties Description Examples 
Email Text Text-based messages sent via 
email. 
"I emailed someone the link with a description 
of the product." 
Images Image-based messages sent via 
email. 
"I sent my mom an email with a photo of Sanita 
shoes that I wanted to buy." 
Video Video-based messages sent via 
email. 
"I sent him clips and working videos of the 
system and described all about it." 
Blog Text Text-based messages posted on 
a blog. 
"I talked about my new running shoes on my 
blog to my followers and how they were making 
running a lot easier for me." 
Message Valence Positive ACSI messages that were 
positive in tone. 
"It was to the amazon website (just a review) and 
the message was that the product was good and 
did what I expected it to do." 
Negative ACSI messages that were 
positive in tone. 
"I was unsatisfied and decided to review the 
product in the product web page." 
Neutral ACSI messages that were 
neutral in tone (e.g., 
informational, not positive or 
negative) 
"[the ACSI was about] a restaurant, shared with 
my husband, are you interested in this place?" 
Mixed ACSI messages that were both 
positive and negative in tone. 
"I told him the things that I liked and disliked 
about the product." 
Effect The influence of the ACSI on 
the receiver. 
"I shared a picture of my new shoes via text to 
my friend group chat. They are Adidas [brand] 
shoes and it made my friends want shoes similar 
to them." 
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Table 7. 
Participant Characteristics of the Pilot Sample (n=1082) 
      n      % 
Gender 
Male 323 35.52 
Female 582 63.82 
Other 7 0.77 
Did not respond 170 15.71 
Age 
18-24 914 84.47 
25-34 135 12.48 
35-44 20 27.2 
45-54 5 13.2 
Did not respond 8 5.9 
Ethnicity 
White 870 80.41 
Hispanic/Latino 48 4.44 
Black/African American 16 1.48 
Asian/South Asian 99 9.15 
American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 
3 0.28 
Middle Eastern/North 
African 
2 0.18 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander 
0 0.00 
Two or more races 29 2.68 
Did not respond 9 1.39 
Education 
High school or less 150 13.86 
Some college 581 53.70 
Associate degree 73 6.75 
Bachelor’s degree 181 16.73 
Graduate degree 95 8.78 
Professional degree 1 0.09 
Did not respond 2 0.18 
Chi-square tests of independence were conducted to look for participant 
differences among those who shared an ACSI experience and those who did not. There 
were no significant differences between males and females in the sharing of ACSI 
instances (χ2(1) = 0.25, p = 0.62). It was not possible to conduct a test of independence 
for all of the age categories due to small cell sizes; however, there were no significant 
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differences among 18-24 year olds and 25-34 year olds in terms of sharing versus not 
sharing an ACSI instances (χ2(1) = 1.25, p = 0.26). There were significant differences in 
terms of ethnicity. Participants who shared an ACSI instance were more likely to be 
white than those who did not share (χ2(1) = 8.13, p < 0.01) 
Analysis of the Pilot Survey ACSI Instances.  
 Participants shared positive and negative ACSI instances that involved various 
products and services (Table 8) shared across a variety of channels (Table 9). The 
majority of the ACSI instances involved positive (79.82%) product (67.76%) information 
shared with one to a few (65.35%) very close or somewhat close friends or family 
members (81.14%). The ACSIs were mostly text- (90.46%) and image-based (54.61%) 
communications shared via text message (51.32%), instant message (25.99%), and social 
media posts (25.88%) using a mobile phone (79.06%). As there currently exists scales to 
measure oral in-person and telephone ACSI (Goyette, et al., 2010; Harrison-Walker, 
2001), participants were asked to share an experience that resulted in ACSI via a digital 
channels; however, 43 participants (4.71%) shared an ACSI experience that occurred in-
person or over the phone.  
Table 8. 
Product Categories of ACSI Instances from the Pilot Survey (n=912)  
  Product Category       #      % 
Apparel/accessories  270 29.61 
Restaurants 168 18.42 
Personal care products 86 9.43 
Electronics/software 82 8.99 
Packaged food/beverages 73 8.00 
Music/entertainment 45 4.93 
Sports/recreation products 33 3.62 
Household goods 30 3.29 
Other services 21 2.30 
Automotive products 19 2.08 
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Table 8 continued  
 
  Product Category       #      % 
Travel/tourism 19 2.08 
Books 15 1.64 
Home improvement/garden 13 1.43 
Office supplies 7 0.77 
Retailers 6 0.66 
Medical/dental services 6 0.66 
Alcoholic beverages 5 0.55 
Financial services 1 0.11 
Did not respond 13 1.43 
 
Table 9. 
 
Characteristics of ACSI Instances from the Pilot Survey (n=912)  
       #      % 
Topic   
Product  618 67.76 
Service 136 14.91 
Brand 66 7.24 
Product & service 91 9.98 
Did not respond 2 0.22 
Number of Receivers   
One 211 23.14 
A few 385 42.21 
A moderate amount 56 6.14 
Many 62 6.80 
Internet 197 21.60 
Tie Strength   
Very close 512 56.14 
Somewhat close 159 17.43 
Not close 137 15.02 
Very & somewhat close 69 7.57 
Close & not close 33 3.62 
Did not respond 2 0.22 
Channel*   
Text message 468 51.32 
Instant message 237 25.99 
Social media post 236 25.88 
Online review 119 13.05 
Email 75 8.22 
Blog 14 1.54 
Share feature 14 1.54 
Discussion forum 9 0.99 
Personal website 6 0.66 
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Table 9 continued 
 
       #      % 
In person 43 4.71 
Channel Modality*   
Text 825 90.46 
Image 498 54.61 
Video 115 12.61 
Channel Medium*   
Mobile phone 721 79.06 
Computer/Laptop 321 35.20 
Tablet 20 2.19 
Valence   
Positive 728 79.82 
Negative 64 7.02 
Neutral 57 6.25 
Mixed 54 5.92 
Other 8 0.88 
*Note: Participants could select multiple answers,  
  so not all proportions will add to 100%. 
 
Source 
 Participants confirmed that their personal characteristics, interactions with 
products, services, or brands, and intrinsic and extrinsic motivations played into their 
experiences with ACSI. Personal characteristics including innovativeness, need for 
conformity/uniqueness, and value consciousness were evident in their ACSI descriptions. 
In addition, some of the participants who scored highly on opinion leadership 
demonstrated this personal characteristic in their open-ended responses as well. 
Participants also described interactions between themselves (the source) and the product, 
service or brand, such as satisfaction and brand love that resulted in ACSI. Finally, 
intrinsic and extrinsic motivations for engaging in ACSI were identified from  
the ACSIs described by the participants. These findings confirmed and refined the 
conceptualization of the source of the ASCI. 
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Innovativeness is defined as the propensity to adopt a product early and has been 
shown to be related to ACSIs (Engel et al., 1969; Mowen et al., 2007). A few of the 
reported ACSI instances from the pilot survey indicated this relationship. A 21-year old 
male participant1 wrote, "when [the video game] Destiny got launched i [sic] shared it on 
social and texted all my friends. They look to me to provide this early information and to 
make sure it is true." Another 21-year-old male again described a video game that had 
just been released that he had already purchased and was encouraging others to buy: "I 
bought and downloaded Forza Horizon 3 for my Xbox. I have sent several texts and 
Facebook messages to friends from home trying to get them to buy the game as well." A 
female participant (age 21) described her purchase of the latest cosmetics and shared it 
with her sister because she "wanted to tell her about the newest makeup products in the 
Bare Minerals department." A 35-year-old female participant shared a similar experience 
indicating the relationship between ACSI and the innovativeness of the source; she 
stated, "I sent my sister a text message about how I liked the new product line at Bath and 
Body Works." 
Prior research (Cheema & Kaikati, 2010) has suggested an inverse relationship 
between need for uniqueness and ACSI. Those who are high in need for uniqueness are 
less likely to engage in ACSI due to the fact that "high-uniqueness people may be 
unwilling to promote a product for fear that others will buy it and decrease its 
exclusivity" (Cheema & Kaikati, 2010, p. 554). Thus, it was expected that need for 
uniqueness would not be evident in the ACSI instances described by participants in the 
pilot survey. Indeed, there was little evidence of a relationship between need for 
1 No participant contributed more than one quote, so each quote represents a unique 
participant.  
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uniqueness and ACSI among the qualitative data. One participant (female, 27) wrote 
about how her sister was "very particular about having a unique yet affordable wedding," 
so the participant shared information about a new start-up bridal company. However, 
examples of this trait were limited. In contrast, many participants expressed an interest in 
conforming by asking others' opinions either before or after purchase. A 22-year-old 
female participant was trying to decide what to buy and texted photos to her friends 
asking, "what was their opinion/which one?" Another participant (female, age 22) texted 
photos of her clothing purchases to her friends "to show them and get their opinion." The 
desire for others' opinions on their purchases suggests the need to conform to the 
opinions of their social group. Others shared ACSIs so others could conform to them. 
One 22-year-old male stated that he shared information about a thermos so his brother 
"would get one too." Another male participant (age, 22) wrote, "I loved the shoes and 
wanted to share with my friends hoping that some would then try these particular shoes 
someday." Other participants expressed their interest in both uniqueness and conformity. 
One male participant (age 21) wrote, "I bought a rare pair of shoes. It was to a couple of 
my friends who are sneaker heads." Although the shoes were unique, they were within 
the realm of conformity among his social group of sneaker heads. 
 Value consciousness is defined as "a concern for paying low prices, subject to 
some quality constraint" (Lichtenstein, Netemeyer, & Burton, 1990, p. 56) and was a key 
driver of ACSI as expressed by participants in the pilot survey. Participants clearly 
illustrated the importance of finding good prices on quality products and services and 
communicated that information with others. A male participant (age 20) stated, "the 
products at the store are very well made and wanted to share that with my friends and 
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help them get a deal." One female participant (age 20) wrote, "I told my friends [about 
the coffee] to see if they wanted to meet up to get it since it was on sale […] and it is 
really good." A 22-year-old male stated, "I usually text my friends when I see there is a 
sale on a product or service that we like. Usually I share it because the product or service 
is good." However, quality was not always mentioned in participants' expressions of 
value consciousness. For example, a 20-year-old female participant sent a Facebook link 
to her boyfriend about a sale at Walmart, she wrote, "we had been wanting to purchase a 
hammock but did not want to spend a lot of money. I shared this link because we […] did 
not know where to buy one or where to get the best deal." Thus, interest in good prices, 
deals, and sales was seen to be a motivating factor for engaging in ACSI whether or not 
the quality of the product was known. 
 Participants rated their opinion leadership on the category of the product, service, 
or brand they shared in their ACSI. The mean opinion leadership score across all product 
categories was 3.31 (out of 5) with a standard deviation of 0.74. One participant scored 
one standard deviation above the mean on opinion leadership for the product category she 
described and wrote, "I have posted a picture of a product on social media before of a 
really great book -- encouraging my friends to give it a read." When asked for further 
information, she stated that she shared information about "a book (many different times 
with different books)" suggesting her opinion leadership for books. A participant (female, 
age 22) scored approximately two standard deviations above the mean on opinion 
leadership for her product category. She described how she promoted an Italian restaurant 
on Twitter, Snapchat, Instagram, and Facebook. She stated, "I always say good things 
about food…and wanted to promote [the restaurant]." The many channels she used to 
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share the ACSI and her statement that she "always" says "good things about food," 
illustrates her opinion leadership for foods. A male participant (age 26) also scored two 
deviations above the mean on opinion leadership and shared information about a product 
via text message, instant message, and a social media post. He wrote, "[the ACSI] was 
about the Galaxy s8 smartphone. I love tech and I love talking about it." His high opinion 
leadership score coupled with his description of loving to talk about technology indicated 
his opinion leadership on the category. 
Satisfaction with a product, service, or brand was also a significant driver of 
ACSI among the pilot survey participants. Satisfaction is the result of the difference 
between what a consumer expects from a product or service and what they actually 
experience. If the experience exceeds expectation, satisfaction results. If expectation 
exceeds experience, dissatisfaction results (Oliver, 1980). Differences between 
expectation and experience clearly resulted in ACSI. As one female participant (age 27) 
wrote:  
Typically I will share my opinion on a product if it does not meet my expectations 
for quality and/or poor customer service followed when I tried to exchange it. For 
instance, I bought a Toshiba [satellite] laptop from Costco with a two year 
warranty. The laptop experienced screen blackouts 9 months after the initial 
purchase, so I sent it back to Toshiba for repairs twice. The second time, they lost 
my computer in the warehouse and I asked for a refund. After 8 weeks of calling 
and not receiving the refund, I called Costco for assistance on the matter and the 
case was resolved in a week. However, I received a 60% refund of the purchase 
price. After such an awful customer service experience with Toshiba, I wrote 
92 
reviews on Facebook, Costco.com, Amazon, Cnet, and Consumer Reports listings 
my old laptop. Hopefully people will be deterred from picking a Toshiba 
computer in the future. 
The participant was highly motivated to engage in ACSI on multiple channels as the 
experience with the laptop did not meet her expectations for both quality and customer 
service. Another female participant, also age 27, had the product experience exceed her 
expectations; she wrote, "[the] product was a gift to me and I was a little uneasy about it 
when I got it, but loved it so I figured I would share my experience." Similarly, a female 
participant (age 20) stated, "I shopped online at forever21 and got my order and it turned 
out way better than I expected so I texted my best friend about it telling her she should 
shop there and how they will not disappoint." Male participants also described the 
relationship between satisfaction and ACSI. One 19-year-old male wrote, "the product 
was much easier to use (smoother and with a finer point) than the other kinds I had used 
before [….] I did not expect this difference and felt the urge to share this [of] my own 
accord." Although not all participants mentioned "satisfaction," there was a clear 
relationship between meeting (or not meeting) expectations and ACSI. 
Fifty ACSI instances involved a loved brand. The loved brands occurred across a 
variety of product categories, including alcohol, apparel/accessories, automotive, books, 
electronics/software, music/games/entertainment, personal care products, restaurants, 
other services, retail, sports/recreation products, and travel. Loved brands were a 
motivating factor for engaging in ACSI. One female participant (age 21) loved the Adore 
Me lingerie brand and passed on information she received from the brand to her friends. 
She wrote, "I love their products and i [sic] usually get notifications about new products 
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via email every month and then send them on to friends." A male participant (age 26) 
wrote about a brand of boots he owned and stated, "I love them so much that I had to post 
something on Facebook about them." A female participant (age 22) wrote "how awesome 
Apple is" and "how much I loved my apple ID." She tried to convince her sister to switch 
brands and purchase an Apple iPhone. Another participant (female, age 19) expressed her 
love for a local retailer. She stated, "I bought some cute plants. I instagrammed them with 
the location being the place that I got them. […] I used a cute caption of "taking root" 
then underneath putting 'look at my plant family!!! In love with *insert business name* 
[sic]." Loved brands also led to ACSI for services. A 20-year-old female wrote, "I talked 
about a restaurant I love a lot in Texas called Chuys and they have really good enchiladas 
so I was texting my friend about how when she comes to Texas we should go there."  
 Contrary to the chapter 2 conceptualization of brand love as being between a 
source and a brand, participants indicated that the brand love of others also encouraged 
ACSI. As one female participant (age 22) wrote, "I shared this because my friends love 
this brand." Another male participant (age 21) stated, "I shared it because we love 
Destiny and the game is one of the reasons we are all friends." 
 Intrinsic motivations arise from the needs for competence, autonomy, and 
relatedness and were found to be drivers of ACSI for the pilot survey participants. 
Competence is the need to feel effective through mastery of one's environment (Gagné & 
Deci, 2014). As one participant described: 
I've texted my sister quite a bit about the hair products and services I use.  I've 
been dying my hair purple for the past year and have used many different dyes, 
shampoos, conditioners, and other hair products to find the best ones to maintain 
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my color and healthy hair. Most recent instances I've shared product information 
with my sister were to tell her about a dry shampoo I've found that works 
significantly better than other dry shampoos and a purple shampoo that works 
extremely well when my hair is blonde, but to tell her that it's terrible when used 
on purple hair […]. When I share information on products it's usually to prevent 
others from wasting money on products I've found to be useless or to share the 
information I've gathered. Typically I spend a fair amount of time researching 
products before I buy them (whether it's beauty or something different) so I'll 
usually have amassed a fair amount of knowledge about whatever I've bought.  
When I talk to my sister in particular about products it's usually so we can both 
benefit from knowing how decent a product is. 
This participant (female, age 20) spent a considerable amount of time mastering 
knowledge of the beauty category and felt compelled to share her gained knowledge for 
her own and others' benefits, suggesting the link between the motivational need for 
competence and ACSI.  
Autonomy encompasses the need for control and is another intrinsic motivation 
for engaging in ACSI. A male participant (age 30) explained: 
A local [retailer] was almost completely out of stock of a particular brand, so I 
took a photo of the bare shelves and tweeted the photo and message to [the 
retailer's] official Twitter account and the [brand's]. I also posted the image to 
Instagram. Because I was frustrated at being unable to buy the items I wanted, 
since they were never in stock at my local store. Sharing it publicly increases the 
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accountability of the business, in my opinion. Generally, unless I post complaints 
to official social media accounts, action doesn't seem to be taken. 
This participant was intrinsically motivated to engage in ACSI to take action over the 
out-of-stock situation, thus satisfying his need for control. Similarly, another 29-year-old 
male wrote: 
It was a negative experience and it's my belief that companies that engage in 
unprofessional business practices should be taken to task. The Internet is a great 
platform for disseminating information and tarnishing a company's reputation. 
While this can be used for malicious purposes, my intent was to fairly reflect on 
the poor experience and warn others. This company deserves to have its 
reputation tarnished. 
This participant was motivated to engage in ACSI because it gave him the control to 
tarnish the image of the company in retaliation for his bad experience. All ACSIs that 
were coded under this intrinsic need for autonomy were negative in valence.  
 Relatedness is the intrinsic motivation that is driven by a person's need to feel 
connected to other people. A number of participant statements in the pilot survey clearly 
demonstrated this intrinsic motivator of ACSI. Participants engaged in ACSI to help 
others and to express themselves to others. For example, a female participant (age 19) 
had a dissatisfying product experience and wanted to save others from the same fate; she 
wrote, "I did not like the product and wanted to let others know so they would not make 
the same mistake." A 36-year-old female was motivated to share ACSI because she 
thought the information might be helpful to others. She wrote, "I wanted to provide 
information to my other running friends about my experience with the product in hopes 
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that it could be useful for them as well." Other participants shared ACSI because they 
were motivated to help the business. A male participant (age 19) stated, "my friends are 
starting up a business and I shared their information and product to many of my friends to 
get the words out." A female participant (age 21) wrote, "I love that our little town can 
sustain a mom and pop coffee shop and the people working there are wonderful so I 
wanted to try to spread the word about how great of a place it was." Finally, some 
participants engaged in ACSI to show others aspects of who they were (i.e., they engaged 
in impression management). As one female participant (age 21) wrote, "I often share on 
Instagram or Facebook about beauty services such as nails and hair or about a really good 
meal. Sometimes I share to promote the product, or other times to promote myself. " 
Another participant (female, age 23) explained that she posted photos on Facebook 
because, "I want my friends on social media to know about what I like." 
One intrinsic motivation, arousal, which was not accounted for in the theoretical 
conceptualization of ACSI, was evident in the pilot survey data. Prior research has 
indicated that arousing messages are more likely to be shared than less arousing messages 
(Berger, 2011); however, pilot survey participants demonstrated that arousing 
experiences also motivated the sharing of ACSI messages. As one participant described: 
The most recent event is a visual novel game from a popular anime (Osomatsu-
san) that is going to release on the PS Vita next month. I sent it to my friend who 
also likes Osomatsu-san, sharing my excitement for the game's release. 
Another female participant (age 25) explained, "I do sometimes text or message people 
when I am excited about a new thing I found." Arousal was not just limited to positive 
experiences, but participants also noted being motivated by arousing negative emotions, 
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such as anger. As a 24-year-old female illustrated, "I shared the information about the 
service because I had a very poor experience with it and was angry because I felt I got 
ripped off. " Thus, when participants felt aroused, they were motivated to engage in 
ACSI. 
There were also a number of extrinsic motivators that compelled participants to 
engage in ACSI. Extrinsic motivations arise from some type of incentive that is offered to 
compel people to engage in the rewarded behavior. One participant spread ACSI because 
"I sell shoes so it benefits me to help others know about the product" (female, 20). 
Another participant (male, age 21) wrote a product review because it was a requirement 
for a class. In the first example, the participant was motivated to share the ACSI to 
encourage sales to her benefit and the latter shared the information presumably to receive 
a good grade in his class. Another participant (female, age 22) engaged in ACSI on 
Facebook in order to receive a discount; she wrote, "I shared that I loved the products and 
shared a code because if I shared the code I got money off of my next purchase." A male 
participant (age 19) received a product for free in exchange for his online review. He 
stated, "I made a video on YouTube about a product for my hobby, for anyone who was 
interested. I talked about how much I liked the product and about the features I liked to 
see. [The product] was provided for free to me to review. " Finally, some participants 
described a combination of intrinsic and extrinsic motivations for their ACSI. As an 
example, one female participant (age 22), wrote, "I like rating all of my products I buy on 
Amazon just to be useful whether its stars or writing a comment, but [for] Best Buy I do 
always write reviews because I receive extra points." Her reviews on Amazon were 
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intrinsically motivated by her need to feel effective, or competent, and the Best Buy 
reviews were motivated extrinsically to receive reward points from the retailer. 
 The ACSIs were also coded for the action words that the source used to describe 
engaging in the ACSIs. "Share," "shared," and "sharing" were the most frequently used 
verbs that participants used to describe sending their ACSI messages (Table 10). 
Participants mentioned these verbs 651 times in their ACSI descriptions. "Text" (and it's 
variants) were mentioned 240 times, followed by send (181 times), tell (169), and post 
(129). Verbs were used with some fluidity among the different channels. For example, 
"share" was not limited to sharing a social media post, but occurred across the channels to 
describe ACSI messages. For instance, participants wrote statements using "share" such 
as, "I regularly share their posts in Facebook," "I shared the link using the Facebook 
messenger," "a friend shared it to me via email," and "I would share via text message." 
"Send" also occurred across channels. Participants wrote about sending emails, text 
messages, and instant messages. 
 
Table 10. 
 
Action Words Used to Describe Sending ASCI Messages 
ACSI Verb No. of Instances 
share 651 
text 240 
send 181 
tell 169 
post 129 
email 62 
talk 52 
write 49 
discuss 20 
mention 11 
forward 10 
instant message 9 
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Receiver 
As the pilot survey solicited descriptions of ACSIs from the source only, the 
characteristics of the receiver were not readily evident in the ACSIs described by 
participants. However, some participants revealed that they shared product, service, or 
brand information due to the information seeking and price consciousness of the receiver. 
One 19-year-old male wrote, "I reviewed several different MacBooks through email to 
my parents who were looking to buy one. They wanted to know which one was the best 
for them so I did the research and told them what they should get." A 26-year-old female 
wrote over WeChat, "[the ACSI was about] a restaurant and I texted messages to my 
friends when they asked me any recommendation[s]." Thus, the information seeking of 
the receivers prompted engagement in ACSI. The price consciousness of the receiver also 
influenced the sharing of ACSI messages. One female participant (age 19) wrote: 
I've blogged about a specific sports team and their online store sale to my 
followers. I told them the percentage off and what I had gotten for a discounted 
price. I wanted to share the wealth of the sale... the followers of my blog are also 
avid sports fans and appreciate any deals that come their way. 
From the preceding example, it is evident that the price consciousness of her followers 
was influential in her blogging about the online sale. However, it was not just price 
consciousness, but also the value consciousness (price and quality) that influenced 
participants to engage in ACSI. Another participant (male, 19) wrote: 
I emailed my brother about a great deal on an apple laptop. I told him it was $300 
off and an extra $100 off since he was a student. I shared it because he was 
looking for a good laptop at an affordable price. 
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As the brother was looking for both a quality laptop and a good price, the value 
consciousness of this receiver was also influential in the decision of the source to engage 
in the ACSI. 
Contact 
Almost all participants described the relationship between themselves and the 
receiver of their ACSI with words such as friend, mother, coworker, and follower. The 
words "friend" or "friends" were the most frequently mentioned terms in the ACSI 
incidents as described by participants. Friend(s) were mentioned 604 times in the 912 
completed ACSI incidents. Family members (e.g., mom, dad, brother, sister, grandma, 
cousin) were also frequently mentioned for a total of 199 times. Followers were 
mentioned 37 times. Few participants outlined the strength of the tie between themselves 
and the receiver of their ACSI. However, 18 participants described their receiver(s) as 
"close friend(s)" and two described them as "good friends."  
Despite the lack of qualitative support for tie strength, the majority (84.14%) of 
participants rated the tie strength between themselves and the receiver of their ACSI as 
strong (i.e., very close or somewhat close ties). Almost a sixth (15.02%) of participants 
shared product, service or brand information with weak (i.e., not close) ties and 3.62% of 
participants shared the information with a combination of strong and weak ties. Of the 
139 ACSIs that were shared only with weak ties, 69.72% involved online product 
reviews shared on a business or consumer-review website.  
The quantitative ratings of tie strength revealed that tie strength between the 
source and family, friends, and social media followers varied among participants. While 
most participants rated the tie strength of their ACSI to family members as "very close," 
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two participants rated family members as "not close" ties, despite "very close" being 
defined for participants as "family or close friends." The tie strength between the source 
and their social media followers varied greatly among participants. One 19-year-old male 
rated the receivers of his ACSI message as being "somewhat close ties (e.g., 
acquaintances)" and in his description of the ACSI he wrote, " It was a message about a 
music media company. It was to all my followers on twitter." Another participant rated 
her receivers as both very close and somewhat close ties and wrote, "I shared my love for 
Lush Cosmetics and some of my favorite products on Facebook and Twitter. It was to 
whoever was my friend or followed me." Yet, other participants considered their social 
media followers to be very close, somewhat close, and not close ties. One female (age 23) 
stated that she posted "an image or two showing off the item, […] to all of my followers." 
Another female (age 21) wrote, "it was about a service I had recently been a part of. It 
was to my Facebook friends." Both women considered their followers to include "not 
close ties", in addition to "very close" and "somewhat close ties". Other participants 
considered their social media followers to all be "not close" or weak ties. A 21-year-old-
male rated his ACSI receivers as "not close" and stated, "I used Twitter to tweet about 
Raising Cane's (restaurant). It was not for anyone in particular, and was simply just about 
how much I like the food." 
 While tie strength was not clearly described in the qualitative data, the homophily 
between source and receiver was often mentioned by participants. Participants felt 
compelled to share consumer information with receivers who they thought had the same 
interests, tastes, or concerns as themselves. A female participant (age 20) wrote, "I shared 
something I was interested in experiencing and it was to people I thought would share the 
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same interest." Another female participant (age 23) wrote, "I often share new products on 
Facebook messenger with my best friend/roommate. We are very similar so I typically 
share videos of products that come up on my timeline that I feel that her and I would both 
like/use." A male participant (age 20) stated, "I tend to share my experiences purchasing 
CD's or other form of music media often. Usually just a text to a friend who shares 
similar musical interests." Another male (age 21) wrote that he engaged in the ACSI 
because he and his friend were "hyped up about similar things." Thus, homophily 
between participants encouraged the sharing of ACSIs among the pilot survey 
participants. 
Feedback.  
Feedback from the receiver to the source was infrequently mentioned by 
participants in the pilot survey. However, a few participants noted the reactions of the 
receiver(s) to their ACSIs. One participant (female, age 23) wrote: 
I am a huge HGTV fan. I like to enter for all the dream home giveaways. 
Yesterday I found out that they are doing a smart home giveaway in Arizona. My 
mom sent me the link via email (I had already received it though HGTV though). 
But then I forwarded it to my friend who is moving to Arizona next month. She 
followed up to the email through text saying it was fate. 
Another participant (age 20) explained the reactions to her ACSI on social media. She 
stated, "I shared [the video] to my [Facebook] page. It was liked by a few of my friends." 
One female participant (age 19) noted the bi-directional nature of her ACSI. She wrote: 
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I was shopping online for seeds for my garden this winter and I sent a couple 
good sales to my dad. We sent texts and email back and forth to decide which 
brand to choose from and what to put in the shopping cart. 
These cases illustrate how ACSI is an interaction between source and receiver rather than 
a passive sending and receiving of consumer-related messages. 
Channel 
 Participants communicated ACSI messages over a variety of channels including 
text message, instant message, social media, email, websites, blogs, and in-person. For 
each channel, participants used certain platforms such as Facebook or a retailer's website 
to communicate the ACSIs. Although channel modality had been conceptualized in 
chapter two as consisting of oral, textual, and visual communications, participants in the 
pilot survey did not explicitly mention these modalities. Instead, they described their 
communications in terms of text, image, and video-based communications via text 
message, instant message, social media, email, websites, and blogs. Participants also 
described spoken communications when the ACSI was shared in-person. 
 Over half (51.31%) of the ACSI instances described by participants were 
communicated via text message. Of those, 96.15% included text, 54.49% included 
images, and 9.40% included videos. One male participant (age 27) sent a text-based text 
message to his friend about a new restaurant: 
I texted my close friend regarding the new Blaze Pizza restaurant. I said that he 
needed to try it out because it was good food and you can get as many toppings as 
you want at a fair price compared to competing brands. 
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Another participant (female, age 20) sent photos with her text message ACSI: "I bought a 
pair of Chaco sandals that I loved, so I sent a picture of them to my mom to tell her how 
great they were." Participants also sent videos via text message. As a 20-year-old male 
wrote, "I got a new set of golf clubs. I shared a video and pictures with my girlfriend 
about them." Although most of the text messages were shared using a mobile phone, 15 
of the ACSI text messages were shared via a computer or laptop. 
 Participants engaged in 238 ACSIs over instant message. These messages were 
sent via Facebook Messenger (47.48%), Snapchat (19.75%), Whatsapp (10.08%), Twitter 
(7.56%), Instagram (5.04%), GroupMe (2.94%), and Wechat (0.84%). Participants shared 
text, images, and videos via instant message. A female participant (age 21) shared text 
via Facebook Messenger; she wrote, "I shared a link to the Skimm news service. It was 
through a Facebook message to a few sorority sisters." Another participant (male, age 24) 
wrote, "I sent her a message via Facebook saying that these were the straps that I was 
going to buy for my hammock and they are on sale." Participants also described sending 
images via instant message. As one participant wrote, "I once purchased a pair of trail 
running sandals. After my first use of them, I instant messaged my friend on Facebook 
about how great they were along with a picture of what they looked like." There was also 
evidence of video sharing via instant message among the ACSI instances. As one female 
participant (age 22) wrote, "I shared a video about a unique food to a friend via instant 
messaging on fb." Additionally, participants shared a mix of text, image, and video-based 
communications via instant message. 
 Social media was the 2nd most common channel for engaging in ACSI with 
25.88% of all the ACSIs reported by participants including a social media post. 
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Participants shared ACSI messages via Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, and a mix of social 
media platforms. A female participant (age 24) shared text via a social media post. She 
wrote, "I posted in the [Facebook] group last week about a product I tried […] I shared 
every detail I could about it to simply recommend it." A 26-year-old participant  noted, "I 
mostly share [articles] via Facebook to my entire friend list. About half the time, I write a 
blurb with it to add a personal touch so people actually engage with it." Image sharing 
occurred on all social media platforms in addition to image-focused platforms such as 
Instagram. One participant stated, "I took a picture of my meal, and shared a post 
describing what I thought of the place on Instagram." Another (female, age 19) wrote, "I 
posted pictures on Facebook from a play (a service) I went to recently, encouraging 
others to go as well." Participants also shared videos on social media: "I saw a neat video 
on facebook about a product. Its message was to improve your life" (male, age 20). A 
mixture of text, images, or videos was also shared via social media post. As one female 
participant (age 22) wrote, "I ate at a delicious Brazilian steakhouse in Chicago. I shared 
on social media pictures of my boyfriend and I eating there as well as a description of 
how great the night was."  
  Online reviews on business websites or consumer review sites were described by 
13.05% of participants. Of the 119 reviews shared by participants, 29.41% were left on 
Amazon.com, followed by 10.08% on Yelp.com and 5.88% on Google Maps. The 
remaining online reviews were left on various business and consumer review websites. 
As with other channels, participants shared text, images, and videos via online reviews. A 
female participant (age 20) described her text-based online review as, "The message was 
about a new restaurant near me. I thought the food was really good, so I reviewed it 
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through google so that other people searching could see it." Another participant shared 
images with her online review. She wrote, "I reviewed a restaurant in Dallas that was 
overpriced, I got a shrimp salad that was $20 with a total of 4 shrimp that tasted old. I 
used Yelp and took a picture of my salad." One participant (male, age 23) shared a video 
review to show that the product he had bought was damaged; he wrote, "I once had an 
XS energy drink and on the [retailer] website I had shared the video on how the bottles 
were damaged." Although, participants described text, image, and video-based 
communication via online reviews, the majority (88%) of the reviews included text, 
followed by images (24.36%) and videos (6.72%). 
Participants shared consumer-related messages via email in 8.22% of all 
described ACSIs. Of the 75 email ACSIs described, 42.67% included text and images, 
36.00% included only text, and 10.67 included text, images, and videos. A male 
participant (age 21) wrote about sharing text via email. He stated, "I emailed someone the 
link with a description of the product." One female participant (age 23) described sharing 
a photo via email; she wrote, "I sent my mom an email with a photo of Sanita shoes that I 
wanted to buy." Another participant (male, age 23) wrote about a laptop he had recently 
bought. He emailed a description of the laptop and a video about it to a friend that was 
interested. He wrote that he "sent him clips and working videos of the system and 
described all about it." 
Engaging in ACSI via blogs was infrequent among the ACSIs described by 
participants. Only 1.54% of the ACSIs were communicated through blogs. Of the 14 
ACSIs involving blogs, 35.71% were published via Tumblr, a micro-blogging 
application. As one 33-year-old male wrote, " I saw a one-day only sale for a t-shirt I 
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liked […] so I posted it to Tumblr." Most of the ACSI involving blogs involved text 
based communication. One participant wrote, "I talked about my new running shoes on 
my blog to my followers and how they were making running a lot easier for me." Another 
(female, age 20) stated, "I've posted about the Calm app on my blog multiple times. I love 
it, I encourage other people to use it." A 22-year-old female participant wrote, "I wrote a 
blog post on beauty counter products, specifically their face care products." Although 
some of the participants who shared ACSI messages via blogs indicated that they 
included images and videos in their blog posts, they did not describe this aspect of the 
blog in their open-ended descriptions. 
Message 
The ACSIs were skewed towards positive experiences with 79.82% of 
respondents reporting a positive versus negative ACSI instance. One 21-year-old female 
wrote, "it was to the amazon website (just a review) and the message was that the product 
was good and did what I expected it to do." Positive messages were often tied to positive 
experiences with the product, service, or brand. As one participant wrote, " I got my nails 
done at a cheaper place in the area and had a wonderful experience. I was pleasantly 
surprised." Her satisfaction with her salon experience then led her to share a positive 
message about the salon when a friend asked for a recommendation. Negative 
experiences were tied to negatively valenced messages. As one participant wrote: 
I bought a pair of boots that had some rhinestones on them which proceeded to 
fall off after the first few times I wore them. I posted it to a few friends saying I 
was disappointed in the boots considering how much I paid for them. This was a 
message of caution when purchasing products with similar aspects. 
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Neutral messages were typically informational in nature and weren't necessarily tied to 
prior experience with the product, service, or brand. For example, one participant 
(female, 44) was seeking information through her ACSI; she wrote, "[the ACSI was 
about] a restaurant, shared with my husband, are you interested in this place?" Another 
wrote, "I got an email about events at Reiman Gardens, so I forwarded it to my wife. The 
message asked if she wanted to go to any of them" (male, 32). Mixed messages came 
from a combination of positive and negative experiences with the product, service, or 
brand. As a 21 year-old male illustrated, "I bought an exercise sandbag off of Amazon 
and told my dad about it through text message. I told him the things that I liked and 
disliked about the product." Some participants rated the valence of their ACSI as "other." 
The open-ended descriptions of "other" valences noted by these participants included, 
"funny," "empowering," "informative," and "educational." 
 Participants considered text, images, and videos to be valenced. One male 
participant (age 19) stated, "I was very happy with the brand of charcoal that I bought, so 
I shared images (both of the charcoal in its packaging and of my work with the charcoal) 
and a brief description of the product." In this case, the participant saw both the 
description and images as positively valenced messages. Another participant rated a 
video he sent as a positively valenced message. He wrote, "There was a cool video on 
Facebook of a restaurant with some fancy food. I shared it to my page." Another male 
participant (age 20) made a positively valenced video: 
When my roommates and I make pancakes, sometimes we will make a series of 
snap stories featuring me flipping the pancakes to my roommates in a variety of 
creative ways. We also make fun of product placement by placing the [retailer's] 
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whole wheat pancake mix and [brand name] syrup prominently in the background 
[or] foreground of every snap story and at the end we take a picture of those two 
products and jokingly say we would like to thank our sponsors. 
This was also true for negative valence. One participant sent text, images, and videos in a 
negatively valenced message: "The computer I bought for school has a lot of issues and is 
difficult to get fixed. My friends and classmates have the same brand and so I warned 
them about the issues I have experienced with the brand." Thus, the pilot survey 
participants confirmed that valence applied to text-, image-, and video-based ACSI 
messages. 
Effect 
 A few participants described the effect that their ACSI had on the receiver of their 
message. One participant (female, age 20) wrote, "I shared a picture of my new shoes via 
text to my friend group chat. They are Adidas shoes and it made my friends want shoes 
similar to them." A female participant (age 48) stated, "I suggested a certain credit card 
that […] was quick and easy to apply with pretty much immediate approval/disapproval.  
She went and applied and got approval." These cases illustrate how ACSI had an impact 
on the receiver. In the former, the participant's friends wanted the shoes she had shared 
via text and in the latter, the ACSI had the significant impact of encouraging a new credit 
card application. 
Summary  
 In summary, participants described ACSI instances that included references to the 
concepts of source, receiver, contact, feedback, channel, message, and effect. These 
concepts were theoretically expected to be related to the conceptualization of ACSI that 
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was outlined in chapter 2. This was confirmed by the pilot survey participants, with some 
adjustments. Minor deviations from the expected relationships between ACSI and other 
variables such as need for uniqueness, intrinsic motivations, and brand love were noted. 
In addition, participants described sharing text, image, and video-based communications 
rather than oral, textual, and visual communications as outlined in chapter two. Also, 
despite the focus on digital channels, participants also confirmed the importance of 
offline ACSI by describing oral in-person ACSIs. 
Item Generation, Expert Review, and Pre-Test 
 Participants in the pilot survey described sending text, image, and video-based 
ACSI messages via text message, instant message, social media, email, online review 
sites, and blogs and used specific action words to describe these interactions. These 
descriptions of ACSIs were used to develop an initial pool of 174 items measuring 
ACSII. Twenty-eight items were developed for each ACSI channel and of those, nine 
items represented each channel modality as described by participants in the pilot survey 
(i.e., text, image, video). The action words identified by participants were also used in the 
items. To measure future intentions for ACSI (i.e., ACSII), the preface of "I will" was 
added to the items. Twelve additional items were developed from a combination of the 
pilot data and prior items used in validated scales for WOM (Harrison-Walker, 2001) to 
measure oral forms of ACSII. Three researchers reviewed the items and refined the list to 
84 items. The items were phrased so that they could be answered on a 5-point Likert-type 
scale with the response categories ranging from very unlikely to very likely. 
 The initial item pool was reviewed by four experts in the field of marketing and 
one expert in statistical scale development to confirm the content validity of the items. 
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The marketing experts felt that the ACSII aspect of forwarding was not adequately 
represented in the items. Forwarding involves the passing along of previously received 
consumer-related messages. For example, a consumer might forward an email they 
received from a retailer or a text message they received from another consumer. Based on 
the feedback from the experts, the primary researcher conducted further analysis of 
forwarding in the qualitative data set and an additional nine items were created for the 
scale to address this aspect of ACSII for a total of 93 items (Table 11). A pre-test of the 
items was conducted with 12 graduate students and faculty (4 males, 8 females), who 
checked the items for clarity. Four typos (e.g., "text message" instead of "a text 
message") and one duplicated item were found and corrected for a final confirmation of 
content validity. 
Table 11.  
Initial Content Validated Items for Measuring ACSII 
Channel Mode ACSI Items (I will…) 
Text message Text have a conversation about this over text message 
write someone a text message about this. 
write a text message about this to people I know. 
write a text about this to other people. 
forward via text message information I receive about this. 
Image text other people a picture of this. 
share images of this via text message. 
send someone a picture of this via text message. 
text someone a photo about this. 
forward via text message pictures I receive about this. 
Video text someone a video of this. 
send people a video about this via text message. 
share a video of this with someone via text message. 
text a video of this to someone. 
forward via text message videos I receive about this. 
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Table 11 continued 
Channel Mode ACSI Items (I will…) 
Instant message Text write an instant message about this to people I know. 
  have a conversation about this over an instant messaging app. 
  mention this when I'm writing an instant message to others. 
  instant message people information about this. 
  forward instant messages I receive about this. 
 Image instant message a picture of this to someone. 
  send a picture about this through an instant message. 
  share photos of this via instant message. 
  instant message other people images of this. 
  forward via instant message images I receive about this. 
 Video share videos about this via an instant messaging app. 
  share a video of this via instant message. 
  instant message a video of this to someone. 
  send a video about this to other people via instant message 
  forward via instant message videos I receive about this. 
Social media Text tell people about this in a social media post. 
  write a post about this on social media. 
  write a social media post about this. 
  discuss this in a social media post. 
 Image share a picture of this in a social media post. 
  share images of this on social media. 
  share a picture of this on social media. 
  post a photo of this to social media. 
 Video post a video of this on social media. 
  share a video about this in a social media post. 
  share a video of this on social media. 
  upload a video of this to social media. 
Email Text write an email to other people about this. 
  write an email about this to people I know. 
  write an email about this to someone. 
  discuss this over email with people I know. 
  forward emails I receive about this. 
 Image send pictures of this via email. 
  email images of this to people I know. 
  send a photo of this via email. 
  email a picture of this to other people. 
  forward pictures via email that I receive about this. 
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Table 11 continued 
Channel Mode ACSI Items (I will…) 
 Video share a video of this through email. 
  email a video of this to other people. 
  share a video of this via email. 
  send a video of this via email. 
  forward videos via email that are sent to me about this. 
Online reviews Text post a written review of this online. 
  share a written review about this online. 
  write a review about this online. 
  write an online review about this. 
 Image share pictures of this in a review online. 
  post a photo of this in an online review. 
  share images of this in an online review. 
  upload photos of this to an online review. 
 Video upload a video of this to an online review. 
  make a video of this and share it in an online review. 
  share videos of this in a review online. 
  post a video review of this. 
Blogs Text write about this on a blog. 
  write a blog post about this. 
  discuss this in a blog post 
  write about this in a blog post. 
 Images share pictures of this on a blog. 
  upload photos of this to a blog. 
  post pictures about this to an online blog. 
  share images of this in a blog post. 
 Video post a video of this on a blog. 
  make a video blog about this and share it online. 
  share a video blog about this. 
  share a video of this on a blog. 
In-person/on phone Oral mention this to others in a face-to-face conversation. 
  tell people about this when I see them. 
  tell others about this when I talk to them. 
  talk about this in great detail, when I talk to others. 
  talk to other people about this. 
  discuss this with other people. 
  mention this to other people when I talk to them. 
  have a face-to-face conversation about this with someone. 
  discuss this with other people. 
  tell other people about this. 
  spread the word about this. 
  tell someone about this. 
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CHAPTER 5. CONFIRMING RELIABILITY, AND CONSTRUCT AND CRITERION 
VALIDITY 
This chapter describes steps 6 through 11 of the scale development for ACSII 
(Figure 7). To reiterate, these steps involve the confirmation of reliability and construct 
(including convergent and discriminant, and nomological), and criterion validity of the 
developed ACSII scale. In step 6, the scale items developed in steps 1 through 5 were 
administered via an online survey to a development sample provided by a panel provider, 
Qualtrics. The development sample was split into two, based on whether the respondent 
saw the negative restaurant scenario or the positive headphones scenario. Data from the 
first half of the development sample (negative restaurant scenario) was then used to 
initially evaluate the ACSII items for reliability and validity (step 7) using Cronbach's 
alpha coefficients and exploratory factor analyses (EFAs). Through this process, the 
initial item pool was reduced to the most reliable and valid items and the scale length was 
optimized (step 8). To confirm the results of the EFAs and demonstrate convergent, 
discriminant, and criterion validity of the reduced set of items, Cronbach's alpha 
coefficients were again calculated followed by confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) using 
the second half of the development data involving the positive headphones scenario. 
Structural equation models (SEMs) were then estimated to confirm the nomological 
validity of the developed scale. In step 9, the refined scale items were administered to a 
new confirmatory sample and the reliability and validity of the developed scale were 
further assessed (step 10) with three split-samples involving the positive clothing 
scenario, brand love scenario, and negative expensive product scenario. Step 11 was not 
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needed as the reliability and validity of the developed scale were established using 
several split samples in Steps 6 through 10. 
 
Figure 7. Steps to Confirm Reliability and Construct and Criterion Validity of the 
Measurement Items 
 
Development Survey 
 A total of 1,609 responses to the development survey were collected. Responses 
that were incomplete (n = 257) or that indicated a failure of the attention (e.g., "if you are 
still paying attention, please select 'very likely'") or manipulation (e.g., "what was the 
preceding scenario about?") checks (n = 635) were removed leaving 707 (44%) responses 
for further analysis. Of those, 348 respondents saw the positive product (headphones) 
scenario and 359 saw the negative service (restaurant) scenario.  
 Participants who passed the attention and manipulation checks were significantly 
older (M = 44) than those who failed the checks (M = 39) (t (1607) = 16.40, p < .000). 
Additionally, those who passed the checks were more likely to be white (z = 7.01, p < 
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.05) than those who did not. There were no significant differences between the two 
groups in terms of gender. Although significant differences were noted between those 
who passed the checks and those who did not, this was not deemed problematic for the 
data analyses as the participants who passed were found to be representative of the U.S. 
population in terms of age and race according to the latest census estimates (Table 12). 
Sample characteristics.  
 Much of the demographic characteristics of the development sample were 
representative of the U.S. population, according to 2015 census estimates ("Quick Facts," 
2015) (Table 12). There were slightly more males in the sample than the national 
proportion with  53.04% males and 46.82% females. The sample had a mean age of 44 
(SD = 15.79) and a range of 18 to 74 years old. Overall, the age categories were very 
representative of the US population between 18 and 74. In terms of ethnicity, the sample 
was 64.21% white; 14.57% Latino, Hispanic, or Spanish; 12.73% black or African 
American; 4.95% Asian; 0.85% American Indian or Alaskan Native; 0.28% Middle 
Eastern or North African, 0.14% Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander; and 1.41% 
two or more ethnicities. These estimates are also in line with U.S. population proportions. 
However, the sample was more educated than the US population with only 20.37% 
reporting a high school education or less and 23.62% reporting some college education 
and 56.01% reporting an associate's degree or higher. Household incomes before taxes 
for the sample ranged from less than $10,000 a year to more than $150,000 a year. The 
proportions of each income category were similar to those found in the general US 
population; however, there were fewer respondents in the $150,000 and over category in 
the sample as compared to the US population. The respondents represented a variety of 
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U.S. states and territories with 17.26% residing in the Northeast, 18.94% residing in the 
Midwest, 38.76% in the South, 23.62% in the West, and 0.42% in a U.S. territory (e.g., 
Puerto Rico), which was representative of the regional populations of the United States. 
Table 12. 
 
Demographic Characteristics of the Development Sample and US Population 
 
Study Sample 
US 
Population 
 n % % 
Gender    
Male  375 53.04 49.23 
Female 331 46.82 50.77 
Other 1 0.14 NA 
Age    
18-19 26 3.68 3.71 
20-24 77 10.89 9.99 
25-29 71 10.04 9.87 
30-34 60 8.49 9.53 
35-39 58 8.20 8.95 
40-44 63 8.91 8.88 
45-49 66 9.34 9.17 
50-54 75 10.61 9.82 
55-59 66 9.34 9.58 
60-64 62 8.77 8.38 
65-69 49 6.93 7.06 
70-74 34 4.81 5.05 
Race/Ethnicity    
White 454 64.21 60.98 
Hispanic/Latino 103 14.57 17.61 
Black/African American 90 12.73 12.42 
Asian/South Asian 35 4.95 5.42 
American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 6 0.85 0.74 
Middle Eastern/North 
African 2 0.28 0.61 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander 1 0.14 0.17 
Two or more 
races/ethnicities 10 1.41 2.05 
Decline to state 6 0.85 NA 
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Table 12 continued 
 
Study Sample 
US 
Population 
 n % % 
Education    
High school or less 144 20.37 40.66* 
Some college 167 23.62 19.10 
Associate degree 83 11.74 9.56 
Bachelor’s degree 194 27.44 19.49 
Master's degree 89 12.59 8.25 
Doctoral degree 17 2.40 1.64 
Professional degree 13 1.84 1.31 
Income    
Less than $10,000 41 5.80 6.60 
$10,000-$19,000 46 6.51 10.17 
$20,000-$29,000 104 14.71 10.32 
$30,000-$39,000 74 10.47 9.61 
$40,000-$49,000 59 8.35 8.11 
$50,000-$59,000 70 9.90 7.33 
$60,000-$69,000 49 6.93 6.44 
$70,000-$79,000 45 6.36 5.83 
$80,000-$89,000 33 4.67 4.97 
$90,000-$99,000 32 4.53 4.21 
$100,000-$149,000 93 13.15 14.13 
$150,000 and over 61 8.63 12.28 
Region    
Northeast 122 17.26 17.51 
Midwest 141 19.94 21.14 
South 274 38.76 37.72 
West 167 23.62 23.63 
Note: All US census proportions are based on 2015 estimates, except for education, 
which is based on 2016 estimates. 
 
Results of the exploratory factor analyses.  
 An initial exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted using the portion of 
the negative service scenario-based data from the development sample. This analysis 
revealed 8 latent factors among the 93 ACSII items. These factors appeared to represent 
1) sharing videos (all channels), 2) WOM, 3) writing online reviews, 4) sending texts and 
instant messages, 5) sending emails, 6) sharing photos (all channels), 7) blogging, and 8) 
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posting on social media. After removing items that did not strongly load onto one factor 
and items that cross-loaded, a second iteration of the EFA was conducted with the 
remaining 77 items. This analysis resulted in seven factors almost identical to the 
previous factors, but with writing online reviews and posting on social media blending 
into a single factor. Further EFAs were performed until all factor loadings were above 0.5 
on a single factor and below 0.4 on all other factors. This resulted in the removal of 8 
items for a final count of 27 items measuring video sharing, 12 items for WOM, 5 items 
for sending emails, 4 items for sending texts, 4 items for writing online reviews, 13 items 
for sharing photos, and 4 items for blogging. The same seven factors as found in the 
second EFA remained after the reduction in items; however, the items measuring instant 
messages and social media posts were dropped from the combined text/instant message 
sending and online review/social media post factors due to low factor loadings (< .50).  
 A parallel analysis indicated that seven factors were appropriate for the data as the 
eigenvalues for the seven factors were higher than those that would have been found at 
random (Table 13). Additionally, all 7 factors exhibited eigenvalues greater than one and 
a scree plot showed a leveling of eigenvalues at 8 factors suggesting that seven factors 
would be appropriate to explain the variability in the data (Figure 8). Cronbach's alpha 
coefficients for the seven factors were all above 0.90 indicating excellent reliability 
(Table 13).  
Optimization of scale length.  
 The initial evaluation of the developed measurement items resulted in 69 items 
measuring 7 factors of ACSII. While some of the factors were measured by a 
parsimonious number of 4 or 5 items, the factors for video sharing, WOM, and photo 
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sharing resulted in a large number of items that met the cutoff criteria. Additionally, the 
high reliabilities for the factors suggested that some items may be "overly redundant" 
(Briggs & Cheek, 1986, p. 14). In order to optimize the scale length, further EFAs were 
conducted on the negative service scenario data with more stringent cutoff criteria for the 
factors with more than 5 items. A cutoff of greater than 0.80 on one factor and lower than 
0.40 on all others was used for video sharing and WOM. Due to lower factor loadings for 
the photo sharing items, a cutoff of greater than 0.75 on one factor and lower than 0.40 on 
all others was used. The reduction of scale items caused the photo-sharing factor and 
items to be dropped from the scale as they cross loaded across 4 factors. The count of 
items after the scale optimization was 9 items for video-sharing, 5 items for WOM, and 4 
items each for the remaining factors. All factor loadings were 0.80 or above and all 
factors exhibited excellent reliability (Table 14). The number of factors was again 
evaluated through parallel analysis, eigenvalues greater than 1, 
Figure 8. Scree plot indicating the eigenvalues associated with the number of factors. 
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and analysis of a scree plot. All analyses indicated that 6 factors were appropriate to 
explain the variability among the reduced items. 
Results of the confirmatory factor analyses.  
 To cross-check the findings of the EFA, to further investigate the factor structure 
of the ACSII items, and to assess the reliability and construct and criterion validity of the 
developed scale, confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) were conducted with the data 
involving the positive product scenario (as compared to the negative service scenario data 
used in the EFA). As more than one model may fit a set of data, four nested models were 
estimated: a second-order factor model with the 6 factors from the EFA loading onto one 
higher-order ACSII factor, an oblique first-order factor model with 6 correlated first-
order factors (the factors from the EFA), an orthogonal first-order model with 6 
uncorrelated first- order factors, and a single first-order order factor model with all items 
loading onto one overall ACSII factor. Models were compared using a Chi-square 
difference test.  
 First, the higher-order factor model was then estimated. This model showed a 
moderate fit to the data [χ2(399) = 847.48, p < .00, CFI = .94, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .06, 
SRMR = .08]. The model fit estimates did not surpass the cutoff criteria established in 
chapter 3. The oblique first-order factor model fit the data well: [χ2(390) = 717.44, p < 
.00, CFI = .96, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .03] and surpassed all cutoff criteria 
(Figure 9). All standardized factor loadings were above 0.80 and significant at the .000 
level (Table 15). Next, the orthogonal model was fit to the data. This model exhibited 
poor fit [χ2(405) = 1543.76, p < .00, CFI = .86, TLI = .85, RMSEA = .09, SRMR = .40]. 
Finally, the single first-order factor model was estimated. This model was also a poor fit
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Table 13. 
Results of the Parallel and Reliability Analyses 
Factor 
Aspect of 
ACSII 
Number of 
items 
Random 
Eigenvalue 
ACSII 
Eigenvalue α 
1 Video sharing 27 1.27 37.6 .99 
2 WOM 12 1.19 8.99 .96 
3 Online reviews 5 1.13 3.03 .95 
4 Texting 4 1.07 2.32 .96 
5 Emails 4 1.02 1.74 .95 
6 Photo sharing 13 0.97 1.24 .98 
7 Blogging 4 0.92 1.15 .97 
8 NA 0.87 0.77 
9 NA 0.81 0.58 
Table 14. 
Cronbach's Alpha Coefficients And Factor Loadings For ACSII Factors 
Factor Item Factor Loadings 
I will… α 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Video share a video of this on social media. 0.98 0.94 
sharing post a video of this on social media. 0.92 
upload a video of this to social media. 0.91 
make a video of this and share it in an online review. 0.91 
share a video about this in a social media post. 0.89 
share videos of this in a review online. 0.88 
post a video review of this. 0.87 
upload a video of this to an online review. 0.86 
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Table 14 continued. 
Factor Item Factor Loadings 
I will… α 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
send a video of this via email. 
 
0.82 
2. WOM mention this to others in a face-to-face conversation. 0.92 0.87 
mention this to other people when I talk to them. 0.84 
have a face-to-face conversation about this with someone. 0.81 
discuss this with other people. 0.81 
 
tell other people about this. 
 
0.80 
3. Emailing write an email about this to people I know. 0.95 -0.88
write an email about this to someone. -0.86
discuss this over email with people I know. -0.86
 
write an email to other people about this. 
 
-0.85
4. Texting write a text message about this to people I know. 0.96 -0.93
have a conversation about this over text message. -0.90
write a text about this to other people. -0.88
 
write someone a text message about this. 
 
-0.87
5. Reviewing write a review about this online. 0.95 -0.91
online write an online review about this. -0.89
post a written review of this online. -0.88
 
share a written review about this online. 
 
-0.83
6. Blogging write about this on a blog. 0.97 -0.96
write about this in a blog post. -0.92
discuss this in a blog post -0.82
write a blog post about this. -0.81
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for the data [χ2(405) = 2884.22, p < .00, CFI = .56, TLI = .53, RMSEA = .16, SRMR = 
.15]. In comparing the higher-order model to the oblique first-order model, the oblique 
model was found to be a significant improvement over the higher-order model [Δ χ2(9) = 
154.71, p < .000]. Thus, the oblique first-order model was deemed to be the best fitting 
model for the data. 
 The oblique first-order factors exhibited excellent reliability and convergent, 
discriminant and nomological validity. Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the factors were 
all above .90 indicating excellent reliability (Table 15). The average variance extracted 
(AVE) for each factor was above .70, well exceeding the established cutoff point of .50 
(Hair et al., 2010). The factors also exhibited discriminant validity with the square root of 
the AVE for each factor exceeding the correlations between factors (Table 16). An 
additional CFA was estimated in order to assess the correlations between the ACSII 
factors and the WOM intensity scale (Goyette, et al., 2010). The model fit the data well 
[χ2(474) = 872.67, p < .00, CFI = .96, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .04]. All ACSII 
factors were found to be significantly correlated with the validated WOM intensity scale. 
Thus, criterion validity was established (Table 17). 
Results of the structural equation modeling. 
 The nomological validity of the developed scale was assessed through structural 
equation modeling. First, the reliability and validity of the nomological variables (market 
mavenism, opinion leadership, satisfaction, and valence) were assessed. Cronbach's alpha 
coefficients indicated excellent reliability for opinion leadership (.89), market mavenism 
(.90), and satisfaction (.92). For valence, although the negatively worded items had been 
reverse coded, including these items in the scale for valence resulted in a negative 
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Figure 9. Standardized estimates and standard errors of oblique first-order model. 
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Table 15. 
Cronbach's Alpha Coefficients, Average Variance Extracted (AVE), and Factor Loadings for the Oblique First-Order Model 
Factor Item α AVE Estimate SE p 
 
I will… 
Video share a video of this on social media. .97 .78 .88 .02 .000 
sharing post a video of this on social media. .88 .03 .000 
upload a video of this to social media. .92 .02 .000 
make a video of this and share it in an online review. .91 .02 .000 
share a video about this in a social media post. .89 .02 .000 
share videos of this in a review online. .91 .02 .000 
post a video review of this. .87 .02 .000 
upload a video of this to an online review. .89 .02 .000 
 
send a video of this via email. .81 .03 .000 
WOM mention this to others in a face-to-face conversation. .92 .72 .83 .03 .000 
mention this to other people when I talk to them. .88 .02 .000 
have a face-to-face conversation about this with someone. .84 .03 .000 
discuss this with other people. .84 .03 .000 
 
tell other people about this. .85 .03 .000 
Emailing write an email about this to people I know. .95 .82 .88 .02 .000 
write an email about this to someone. .91 .02 .000 
discuss this over email with people I know. .94 .01 .000 
 
write an email to other people about this. .91 .02 .000 
Texting write a text message about this to people I know. .95 .84 .91 .02 .000 
have a conversation about this over text message. .93 .01 .000 
write a text about this to other people. .91 .02 .000 
 
write someone a text message about this. .91 .02 .000 
Reviewing write a review about this online. .94 .80 .92 .02 .000 
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Table 15 continued 
Factor Item α AVE Estimate SE p 
write an online review about this. .92 .02 .000 
post a written review of this online. .86 .02 .000 
 
share a written review about this online. .90 .02 .000 
Blogging write about this on a blog. .96 .86 .94 .02 .000 
write about this in a blog post. .93 .01 .000 
discuss this in a blog post .90 .02 .000 
write a blog post about this. .94 .01 .000 
Table 16. 
Correlations Among ACSII Factors and the Square Root of the AVE for Each Factor for the Development Sample 
Video WOM Email Text Review Blog 
Video .88 
WOM .33 .85 
Email .60 .42 .91 
Text .56 .65 .62 .91 
Review .62 .46 .53 .56 .90 
Blog .84 .29 .62 .52 .62 .93 
Note: Diagonal bolded numbers are the AVE for each factor. Numbers on the off-diagonal are correlation coefficients. 
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Table 17. 
Correlations between WOM Intensity and the ACSII Factors 
r SE p 
Video sharing 0.34 0.04 0.00 
WOM 0.65 0.05 0.00 
Emailing 0.36 0.04 0.00 
Texting 0.55 0.04 0.00 
Reviewing 0.39 0.05 0.00 
Blogging 0.31 0.04 0.00 
covariance value and Cronbach's alpha for the scale could not be estimated. Thus, the 
negatively worded items were dropped from the scale resulting in an excellent reliability 
of .92 for the remaining six items. To confirm the convergent and discriminant validity of 
the nomological variables, a CFA was conducted with the four variables. An oblique 
first-order model was estimated. However, the model showed an inadequate fit to the data 
[χ2(164) = 425.36, p < .00, CFI = .94, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .06]. 
Modification indices suggested that loading one valence item and one opinion leadership 
item onto multiple factors would result in a substantial improvement in model fit. Thus, 
these cross-loading items were removed and the CFA was re-estimated. This 
measurement model showed good fit to the data [χ2(146) = 295.14, p < .00, CFI = .96, 
TLI = .96, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .04]. The AVE for each variable was above .50 and 
the square root of the AVE was larger than the intercorrelations among the constructs 
demonstrating the convergent and discriminant validity of the nomological variables. 
After confirming the reliability and validity of the nomological variables, SEM 
was conducted to investigate the causal relationships between the ACSII factors and the 
nomological variables. The SEM model was estimated in two stages as per Kline (1999). 
First, the measurement model was estimated using CFA with the six first order ACSI 
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factors and the four nomological variables. The measurement model fit to the data well 
[χ2(1082) = 1746.79, p < .00, CFI = .95, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .04]. All 
factor loadings indicated strong relationships between the indicators and their latent 
ACSII variable with all loadings above .80 (Table 18), well above the recommended 
threshold of .50 (Table 18). All nomological variables also had acceptable factor loadings 
with all loadings above .60 (Table 18). The ACSII factors again demonstrated convergent 
and discriminant validity with AVEs greater than .50 and the square root of the AVEs 
being greater than the intercorrelations among the ACSII factors and the nomological 
variables (Table 19). 
 After confirming the fit of the measurement model, the structural model was 
estimated including the predictive paths between the ACSII factors and the nomological 
variables. The measurement model was a good fit for the data [χ2(1085) = 1783.50, p < 
.00, CFI = .95, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .05]. The paths between WOM and 
both online review factors and the nomological constructs exhibited the expected 
nomological relationships (Table 20). Market mavenism (b* = 0.27, SE =  0.09, p  < 0.00) 
and satisfaction (b* = 0.30, SE =  0.06, p  < 0.00) were significantly associated with the 
WOM factor and WOM was significantly related to valence (b* = 0.58, SE =  0.07, p  < 
0.00). Market mavenism (b* = 0.25, SE =  0.07, p  < 0.00), opinion leadership (b* = 0.27, 
SE =  0.07, p  < 0.00), and satisfaction (b* = 0.15, SE =  0.05, p  < 0.00) were all 
significantly associated with the online reviewing factor and online reviewing was 
significantly related to valence (b* = 0.18, SE =  0.05, p  < 0.00), Thus, the nomological 
validity of these two constructs was supported. However, not all of the paths were 
significant for all of the ACSII factors (Table 20). Market mavenism and opinion  
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Table 18. 
Measurement Model Estimates for First Nomological SEM 
Factor Item α AVE Estimate SE p 
I will… 
Video Sharing share a video of this on social media. .97 .78 .88 .02 .00 
post a video of this on social media. .88 .03 .00 
upload a video of this to social media. .92 .02 .00 
make a video of this and share it in an online review. .91 .02 .00 
share a video about this in a social media post. .89 .02 .00 
share videos of this in a review online. .91 .02 .00 
post a video review of this. .87 .02 .00 
upload a video of this to an online review. .89 .02 .00 
send a video of this via email. .81 .03 .00 
WOM mention this to others in a face-to-face conversation. .92 .72 .83 .03 .00 
mention this to other people when I talk to them. .88 .02 .00 
have a face-to-face conversation about this with someone. .84 .03 .00 
discuss this with other people. .84 .03 .00 
tell other people about this. .86 .03 .00 
Emailing write an email about this to people I know. .95 .82 .91 .02 .00 
write an email about this to someone. .88 .02 .00 
discuss this over email with people I know. .90 .02 .00 
write an email to other people about this. .94 .01 .00 
Texting write a text message about this to people I know. .95 .84 .93 .01 .00 
have a conversation about this over text message. .91 .02 .00 
write a text about this to other people. .91 .02 .00 
write someone a text message about this. .91 .02 .00 
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Table 18 continued. 
Factor Item α AVE Estimate SE p 
Reviewing write a review about this online. .94 .80 .86 .02 .00 
write an online review about this. .90 .02 .00 
post a written review of this online. .92 .02 .00 
 
share a written review about this online. 
 
.92 .02 .00 
Blogging write about this on a blog. .96 .86 .94 .02 .00 
write about this in a blog post. .93 .01 .00 
discuss this in a blog post .90 .02 .00 
write a blog post about this. .94 .01 .00 
Satisfaction 
I am satisfied with my decision to purchase the 
headphones. .92 .80 .82 .04 .00 
My choice to purchase the headphones was a wise one. .92 .03 .00 
I think I did the right thing when I decided to buy the 
headphones. .94 .02 .00 
Valence I have good things to say about this. .92 .73 .90 .02 .00 
I speak favorably about this. .90 .02 .00 
I share favorable information about this .86 .02 .00 
I share positive messages about this. .77 .03 .00 
I recommend this to people I know. .85 .03 .00 
Opinion 
Leadership 
In general, do you talk to your friends and neighbors 
about headphones? .89 .68 .85 .03 .00 
When you talk to your friends and neighbors about 
headphones do you… .81 .02 .00 
During the past six months, how many people have you 
told about headphones? .80 .03 .00 
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Table 18 continued. 
Factor Item α AVE Estimate SE p 
Compared with your circle of friends, how likely are you 
to be asked about headphones? .85 .02 .00 
In your discussions of headphones, which of the 
following happens most often? .66 .03 .00 
Market 
Mavenism I like introducing new brands and products to my friends .90 .66 .78 .04 .00 
I like helping people by providing them with information 
about many kinds of products. .80 .03 .00 
People ask me for information about products, places to 
shop, or sales. .85 .02 .00 
If someone asked where to get the best buy on several 
types of products, I could tell him or her where to shop. .74 .04 .00 
My friends think of me as a good source of information 
when it comes to new products or sales. .89 .02 .00 
Think about a person who has information about a variety 
of products… .61 .05 .00 
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Table 19. 
Correlations Among ACSII Factors and the Square Root of the Average Variance Extracted for Each Factor for the 
Development Sample 
Video WOM Email Text Review Blog 
Market 
Mavenism 
Opinion 
Leadership Satisfaction Valence 
Video 0.88 
WOM 0.33 0.85 
Email 0.60 0.42 0.91 
Text 0.56 0.65 0.62 0.92 
Review 0.62 0.46 0.53 0.56 0.89 
Blog 0.84 0.29 0.62 0.52 0.62 0.93 
Market 
Mavenism 0.39 0.38 0.36 0.47 0.45 0.31 0.81 
Opinion 
Leadership 0.46 0.27 0.46 0.46 0.44 0.42 0.63 0.82 
Satisfaction 0.11 0.36 0.16 0.17 0.24 0.13 0.23 0.15 0.89 
Valence 0.32 0.72 0.37 0.56 0.47 0.27 0.40 0.63 0.23 0.85 
Note: Diagonal bolded numbers are the AVE for each factor. Numbers on the off-diagonal are correlation coefficients. 
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leadership were both significantly related to video sharing (b* = 0.16, SE =  0.07, p  < 
0.01; b* = 0.36, SE =  0.07, p  < 0.00) and texting (b* = 0.28, SE =  0.07, p  < 0.00; b* = 
0.28, SE =  0.07, p  < 0.00); whereas opinion leadership (b* = 0.38, SE =  0.07, p  < 0.00) 
and satisfaction (b* = 0.08, SE =  0.04, p  < 0.05) were significantly related to emailing. 
Opinion leadership was significantly related to blogging (b* = 0.37, SE =  0.07, p  < 
0.00). The relationships between the texting and blogging factors and the consequent 
valence construct approached significance with p-values of .15 and .06, respectively. 
However, video sharing and emailing were not predictive of valence. Thus, convergent, 
discriminant, and criterion validity were established and nomological validity was 
partially established for the ACSII factors.  
Table 20. 
Development Sample Path Estimates between the ACSII Factors and Constructs in 
the Nomological Network 
Antecedent Consequent b* SE p 
Market Mavenism èVideo sharing 0.16 0.06 0.01 
Opinion Leadership èVideo sharing 0.36 0.07 0.00 
Satisfaction èVideo sharing 0.02 0.04 0.55 
Market Mavenism èWOM 0.27 0.09 0.00 
Opinion Leadership èWOM 0.07 0.08 0.36 
Satisfaction èWOM 0.30 0.06 0.00 
Market Mavenism èEmailing 0.11 0.07 0.10 
Opinion Leadership èEmailing 0.38 0.07 0.00 
Satisfaction èEmailing 0.08 0.04 0.04 
Market Mavenism èTexting 0.28 0.07 0.00 
Opinion Leadership èTexting 0.28 0.07 0.00 
Satisfaction èTexting 0.07 0.05 0.17 
Market Mavenism èReviewing 0.25 0.07 0.00 
Opinion Leadership èReviewing 0.27 0.07 0.00 
Satisfaction èReviewing 0.15 0.05 0.00 
Market Mavenism èBlogging 0.06 0.06 0.33 
Opinion Leadership èBlogging 0.37 0.07 0.00 
Satisfaction èBlogging 0.06 0.04 0.13 
Video Sharing èValence 0.06 0.06 0.35 
WOM èValence 0.58 0.07 0.00 
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Table 20 continued. 
Antecedent Consequent b* SE p 
Emailing èValence 0.01 0.05 0.87 
Texting èValence 0.11 0.08 0.15 
Reviewing èValence 0.18 0.05 0.00 
Blogging èValence 0.12 0.07 0.06 
Confirmatory Survey 
The confirmatory survey was administered to a sample of 49,999 alumni of a 
large midwestern university randomly sampled from a larger group of 131,245 alumni. A 
total of 1,497 responses were collected (a 2.99% response rate) of which 1,162 (77.62%) 
passed the attention and manipulation checks. The total responses were split into three 
segments corresponding to whether the participant saw the positive clothing scenario (n = 
425), brand love scenario (n = 377), or negative expensive product scenario (n = 377) (for 
scenario descriptions, see pages 66-67). 
Sample characteristics.  
There were 599 (51.55) males in the confirmatory sample and 556 (47.85) 
females. One (0.09%) respondent indicated their gender as "other," and 6 preferred not to 
respond (0.52%). Being an alumni sample from a Midwest university, the sample was 
primarily older, white, educated, and had higher income levels than the general US 
population (Table 21). The alumni sample had a mean age of 51.41, ranging in age from 
21 to 94. The sample was 92.43% white, 48.62% had a Bachelor's degree, and 52.33% 
had an income before taxes above $100,000. In addition, 67.79% of the sample reported 
their current residence as the Midwest. 
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Table 21. 
 
Demographic Characteristics of the Confirmatory Sample and US Population 
 
Study Sample 
US 
Population 
 n % % 
Gender    
Male  599 51.55 49.23 
Female 556 47.85 50.77 
Other 1 0.09 NA 
Decline to state 6 0.52  
Age    
20-24 42 3.61 9.0 
25-29 119 10.24 8.94 
30-34 107 9.21 8.83 
35-39 87 7.49 8.79 
40-44 65 5.59 8.78 
45-49 89 7.66 8.75 
50-54 120 10.33 8.73 
55-59 122 10.50 8.66 
60-64 110 9.47 8.54 
65-69 110 9.47 8.39 
70-74 70 6.02 8.22 
75-79 68 5.85 8.07 
80-84 43 3.70 7.97 
85-89 8 0.69 7.93 
90-94 2 0.17 7.97 
Race/Ethnicity    
White 1074 92.43 60.98 
Hispanic/Latino 13 1.12 17.61 
Black/African American 14 1.20 12.42 
Asian/South Asian 27 2.32 5.42 
American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 2 0.17 0.74 
Middle Eastern/North 
African 1 0.09 0.61 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander 19 1.64 0.17 
Two or more 
races/ethnicities 3 0.26 2.05 
Decline to state 9 0.77 NA 
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Table 21 continued. 
 
Study Sample 
US 
Population 
 n % % 
Education    
Some college 3 0.26 19.10* 
Associate degree 3 0.26 9.56 
Bachelor’s degree 565 48.62 19.49 
Master's degree 393 33.91 8.25 
Doctoral degree 130 11.19 1.64 
Professional degree 67 5.77 1.31 
Income    
Less than $10,000 15 1.29 6.60 
$10,000-$19,000 16 1.38 10.17 
$20,000-$29,000 29 2.50 10.32 
$30,000-$39,000 36 3.10 9.61 
$40,000-$49,000 59 5.08 8.11 
$50,000-$59,000 60 5.16 7.33 
$60,000-$69,000 45 3.87 6.44 
$70,000-$79,000 68 5.85 5.83 
$80,000-$89,000 71 6.11 4.97 
$90,000-$99,000 90 7.75 4.21 
$100,000-$149,000 275 23.67 14.13 
$150,000 and over 333 28.66 12.28 
Decline to state 65 5.59 NA 
Region    
Northeast 34 2.94 17.51 
Midwest 785 67.79 21.14 
South 160 13.82 37.72 
West 159 13.73 23.63 
US Territory 2 0.17 NA 
Non-US 18 1.55 NA 
Decline to respond 4 0.35 NA 
 
Results of the CFA on the data involving the clothing scenario.  
 To further confirm the factor structure of the ACSII factors, four models were 
again estimated with the data involving the positive clothing scenario: a second-order 
factor model with the 6 factors from the EFA loading onto one higher-order ACSII 
factor, an oblique first-order factor model with 6 correlated first-order factors (the factors 
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from the EFA), an orthogonal first-order model with 6 uncorrelated first-order factors, 
and a single first-order factor model with all items loading onto one overall ACSII factor. 
The higher order model with the second-order ACSII factor had good fit to the data 
[χ2(399) = 648.10, p < .00, CFI = .96, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .08]. The 
oblique model also had good fit to the data [χ2(390) = 550.94, p < .00, CFI = .98, TLI = 
.97, RMSEA = .03, SRMR = .03]. The orthogonal model, however, had poor fit to the 
data [χ2(405) = 1015.58, p < .00, CFI = .91, TLI = .90, RMSEA = 068, SRMR = .26], as 
did the single factor model [χ2(405) = 5253.43, p < .00, CFI = .28, TLI = .22, RMSEA = 
.18, SRMR = .19]. In comparing the higher order model to the oblique model, the oblique 
model had a significantly better fit than the higher order model [Δχ2(9) = 125.90, p < 
.000], thus confirming the structure of the ACSII factors as distinct, but correlated 
constructs. 
 The oblique model again exhibited excellent reliability and validity. Cronbach's 
alpha coefficients were above .90 for all of the ACSII factors confirming the reliability of 
the scale (Table 22). The factor loadings and AVEs for each construct were all above .65 
(Table 22) and the square root of the AVE was greater than the intercorrelations among 
the constructs confirming the convergent and discriminant validity of the scale (Table 
23). The factors also exhibited criterion validity with all factors significantly correlating 
with the validated WOM intensity scale (Table 24).  
Structural equation modeling results regarding the clothing scenario data.   
 Before conducting the SEM, the adapted measures for message affect were 
evaluated for reliability and validity. An EFA was conducted with the affective messages, 
cognitive messages, arousing messages, and valence scale items to determine the factor 
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Table 22. 
Cronbach's Alpha Coefficients, AVEs, and Factor Loadings for the Confirmatory Oblique First-Order Model 
Factor Item α AVE Estimate SE p 
 
I will… 
Video share a video of this on social media. .95 .66 .80 .05 .000 
sharing post a video of this on social media. .85 .05 .000 
upload a video of this to social media. .88 .03 .000 
make a video of this and share it in an online review. .81 .06 .000 
share a video about this in a social media post. .79 .05 .000 
share videos of this in a review online. .80 .04 .000 
post a video review of this. .82 .04 .000 
upload a video of this to an online review. .88 .04 .000 
 
send a video of this via email. .68 .07 .000 
WOM mention this to others in a face-to-face conversation. .93 .72 .92 .02 .000 
mention this to other people when I talk to them. .82 .03 .000 
have a face-to-face conversation about this with someone. .88 .03 .000 
discuss this with other people. .81 .03 .000 
 
tell other people about this. .84 .03 .000 
Emailing write an email about this to people I know. .95 .82 .93 .02 .000 
write an email about this to someone. .94 .01 .000 
discuss this over email with people I know. .91 .02 .000 
 
write an email to other people about this. .91 .02 .000 
Texting write a text message about this to people I know. .95 .84 .92 .01 .000 
have a conversation about this over text message. .93 .01 .000 
write a text about this to other people. .90 .02 .000 
 
write someone a text message about this. .95 .01 .000 
Reviewing write a review about this online. .94 .80 .94 .01 .000 
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Table 22 continued. 
Factor Item α AVE Estimate SE p 
write an online review about this. .92 .02 .000 
post a written review of this online. .91 .02 .000 
 
share a written review about this online. .87 .02 .000 
Blogging write about this on a blog. .96 .86 .93 .02 .000 
write about this in a blog post. .91 .03 .000 
discuss this in a blog post .88 .03 .000 
write a blog post about this. .91 .03 .000 
Table 23. 
Correlations Among ACSII Factors and the Square Root of the Average Variance Extracted for Each Factor for the 
Confirmatory Sample 
Video WOM Email Text Review Blog 
Video .81 
WOM .24 .85 
Email .33 .43 .92 
Text .31 .56 .49 .92 
Review .32 .36 .34 .38 .91 
Blog .63 .25 .35 .30 .41 .91 
Note: Diagonal bolded numbers are the AVE for each factor. Numbers on the off-diagonal are correlation coefficients. 
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Table 24. 
Correlations between the ACSII factors and the WOM Intensity Criterion 
r SE p 
Video sharing 0.21 0.05 0.00 
WOM 0.43 0.05 0.00 
Emailing 0.31 0.05 0.00 
Texting 0.33 0.05 0.00 
Reviewing 0.25 0.05 0.00 
Blogging 0.22 0.04 0.00 
structure and convergent and discriminant validity of the items. Items that exhibited factor 
loadings above .50 on one construct and below .40 on all other constructs were retained. The 
analysis resulted in six factors, which were confirmed through eigenvalues greater than 1, 
parallel analysis comparing eigenvalues that occur at random to the eigenvalues for the 
factors, and a scree plot. The factors were cognitive messages, arousing messages, negative 
affective messages, and two positive affective message factors. The two positive affective 
message factors appeared to differ in arousal (e.g., excitement versus contentment). Overall, 
seven items were removed from the message scales, consisting of one item from the 
cognitive messages factor and 6 items from positive affective messages factor; 1 item from 
valence was also removed due to cross loadings.  
The remaining message items exhibited adequate reliabilities and convergent and 
discriminant validity. The Cronbach's alpha coefficients for the scales ranged from .76 to .97, 
indicating acceptable reliability. The items also exhibited convergent and discriminant 
validity as all factor loadings were above .50, and all intercorrelations were below .50. 
As with the development sample, a two-stage process for estimating the SEM was 
followed. First the measurement model was estimated with the ACSII factors and market 
mavenism, opinion leadership, satisfaction, valence, cognitive messages, positive affective 
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messages #1 (e.g., excitement) and #2 (e.g., contentment), negative affective messages, and 
arousing messages comprising the latent variables in the model. The initial measurement 
model did not fit the data [χ2(2379) = 3548.23, p < .00, CFI = .94, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .04, 
SRMR = .04], as two of the goodness-of-fit indices (CFI and TLI) did not reach the cutoff 
criteria of .95. Modification indices suggested that the fit of the model could be improved by 
omitting one cross loading item from the negative affective messages factor. This item was 
removed and the model was re-estimated. The new model exhibited excellent fit to the data 
[χ2(2309) = 3279.17, p < .00, CFI = .95, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .03, SRMR = .04]. 
After confirming the fit of the measurement model, the structural model was 
estimated including the causal paths between the antecedent and consequent variables of the 
ACSII factors according to the nomological network. The model fit the data well [χ2(2327) = 
3329.56, p < .00, CFI = .95, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .03, SRMR = .05]. Market mavenism was 
significantly associated with the ACSII factor of emailing; however, no other significant 
relationships were indicated for market mavenism (Table 25). Thus, hypothesis 1a was only 
partially supported. Opinion leadership exhibited the expected significant relationships with 
all of the ACSI factors in support of hypothesis 1b. Satisfaction was significantly related to 
WOM and online reviewing providing partial support of hypothesis 2. Video sharing was 
significantly related to negative affective messages alone. However, WOM exhibited 
expected significant relationships with all of the consequent variables (valence, cognitive 
messages, affective messages #1 and #2, and arousing messages) in support of hypotheses 4 
and 5. Results showed significant relationships between emailing and both cognitive 
messages and positive affective message #1, whereas texting was associated with positive #1 
and negative affective messages. Online reviewing was significantly related to valence and 
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cognitive messages. Finally, the blogging factor did not exhibit any significant relationships 
with the consequent variables. Thus, nomological validity was established for all but 
blogging. 
Table 25. 
Confirmatory Sample Positive Scenario Path Estimates between the ACSII Factors and 
Constructs in the Nomological Network 
Antecedent Consequent b* SE p 
Market Mavenism èVideo sharing 0.03 0.04 0.38 
Opinion Leadership èVideo sharing 0.10 0.05 0.05 
Satisfaction èVideo sharing -0.05 0.05 0.32
Market Mavenism èWOM -0.01 0.06 0.90
Opinion Leadership èWOM 0.51 0.08 0.00 
Satisfaction èWOM 0.16 0.08 0.04 
Market Mavenism èEmailing 0.27 0.11 0.01 
Opinion Leadership èEmailing 0.10 0.08 0.02 
Satisfaction èEmailing 0.17 0.11 0.11 
Market Mavenism èTexting 0.03 0.09 0.76 
Opinion Leadership èTexting 0.59 0.11 0.00 
Satisfaction èTexting 0.08 0.12 0.52 
Market Mavenism èReviewing 0.13 0.09 0.17 
Opinion Leadership èReviewing 0.22 0.11 0.05 
Satisfaction èReviewing 0.35 0.12 0.00 
Market Mavenism èBlogging 0.02 0.04 0.48 
Opinion Leadership èBlogging 0.13 0.05 0.01 
Satisfaction èBlogging -0.02 0.05 0.72
Video Sharing èValence -0.06 0.06 0.36
WOM èValence 0.36 0.07 0.00 
Emailing èValence 0.01 0.02 0.73 
Texting èValence -0.03 0.02 0.26
Reviewing èValence 0.07 0.02 0.01 
Blogging èValence 0.02 0.05 0.71 
Video Sharing èCognitive messages 0.03 0.07 0.72 
WOM èCognitive messages 0.16 0.05 0.00 
Emailing èCognitive messages 0.06 0.03 0.04 
Texting èCognitive messages -0.05 0.03 0.09
Reviewing èCognitive messages 0.08 0.02 0.00 
Blogging èCognitive messages -0.07 0.08 0.38
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Table 25 continued. 
Antecedent Consequent b* SE p 
Video Sharing èPositive affective messages 1 0.08 0.12 0.49 
WOM èPositive affective messages 1 0.26 0.07 0.00 
Emailing èPositive affective messages 1 -0.15 0.05 0.00
Texting èPositive affective messages 1 0.11 0.05 0.03 
Reviewing èPositive affective messages 1 0.04 0.04 0.35 
Blogging èPositive affective messages 1 0.11 0.10 0.28 
Video Sharing èPositive affective messages 2 0.06 0.08 0.47 
WOM èPositive affective messages 2 0.22 0.06 0.00 
Emailing èPositive affective messages 2 0.01 0.03 0.83 
Texting èPositive affective messages 2 0.07 0.04 0.06 
Reviewing èPositive affective messages 2 0.05 0.03 0.19 
Blogging èPositive affective messages 2 0.01 0.07 0.92 
Video Sharing èNegative affective messages 0.13 0.06 0.04 
WOM èNegative affective messages -0.17 0.04 0.00
Emailing èNegative affective messages 0.01 0.03 0.80 
Texting èNegative affective messages 0.05 0.02 0.04 
Reviewing èNegative affective messages -0.03 0.02 0.17
Blogging èNegative affective messages 0.01 0.06 0.91 
Video Sharing èArousing messages 0.16 0.12 0.17 
WOM èArousing messages 0.28 0.07 0.00 
Emailing èArousing messages -0.01 0.05 0.83
Texting èArousing messages -0.03 0.04 0.45
Reviewing èArousing messages 0.07 0.04 0.12 
Blogging èArousing messages 0.00 0.10 0.97 
Note: Bolded items indicate significant relationships at p < .05. 
Results of the CFA for the data involving the brand love scenario. 
To further confirm the convergent and discriminant validity of the ACSII factors, 
confirmatory factor analysis was conducted with the ACSII factors using the data from 
participants who saw the brand love scenario. The model was a good fit to the data [χ2(9) = 
635.80, p < .00, CFI = .97, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .04]. The ACSII factors 
exhibited excellent convergent and discriminant validity and reliability. All factor loadings 
and AVEs were above .75 and the square roots of the AVEs were larger than the 
intercorrelations between the items indicating convergent and discriminant validity. All 
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Cronbach's alpha coefficients were over .9, again indicating the excellent reliability of the 
items. 
Results of the SEM for the data involving the brand love scenario.  
Before proceeding with the SEM, the reliability and validity of the brand love 
measure were assessed. The Cronbach's alpha coefficient for the brand love measure was .76 
indicating adequate reliability. CFA was conducted on the brand love measures to assess the 
convergent and discriminant validity of the measure. The model with the six brand love items 
moderately fit the data [χ2(9) = 32.81, p < .00, CFI = .95, TLI = .91, RMSEA = .08, SRMR = 
.04]. The two items exhibiting factor loadings under .50 were removed and the model was re-
estimated, but still exhibited inadequate fit to the data [χ2(2) = 14.75, p < .00, CFI = .96, TLI 
= .89, RMSEA = .13, SRMR = .03]. To improve model fit, the errors of two items were 
allowed to correlate: "to what extent do you feel emotionally connected to the brand?" and 
"to what extent do you feel yourself desiring to use the brand's products?" as it is conceivable 
that participants saw these two items as similar in affect--an emotional connection in the first 
item and desire in the second. 
SEM measurement and structural models were again estimated. First, the 
measurement model including brand love, the ACSII factors, and the variables of valence, 
cognitive messages, affective messages #1 and #2, and arousing messages, was estimated. 
The model did not reach the cutoff criteria in order to be deemed a model with good fit 
[χ2(1690) = 2613.93, p < .00, CFI = .94, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .05]. One item 
with a factor loading below .50 was removed from the positive affective messages 2 factor.  
The model was re-estimated, but again did not reach the cut off criteria for good fit to the 
data [χ2(1631) = 2526.90, p < .00, CFI = .95, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .05]. One 
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additional negative affective messages item was removed, resulting in a model with good fit 
to the data [χ2(1631) = 2419.79, p < .00, CFI = .95, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .05]. 
Once the fit of the measurement model was established, the structural model was 
estimated with the causal paths between brand love, the ACSII factors, and the consequent 
message factors. The structural model did not fit the data adequately [ (1637) = 2484.56, p 
< .00, CFI = .95, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .06]. One negative affective messages 
item was removed to improve model fit. This was deemed appropriate as the scenario 
involved a loved brand and as negative affective messages are unlikely to be shared about 
loved brands, there may have been little variance in these items causing the issue with model 
fit due to correlated errors. The re-estimated model exhibited good fit to the data [χ2(1579) 
2323.81, p < .00, CFI = .95, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .06]. 
Brand love was a significant indicator of all of the ACSII factors (Table 26) 
accounting for between 7-20% of the variance in the factors. Thus, hypothesis 3 was fully 
supported. WOM was again significantly associated with all of the consequent message 
variables. However, in the brand love context, video sharing and blogging were also 
significantly related to valence. Texting and reviewing were significantly related to cognitive 
messages and video sharing, and blogging were significantly predictive of positive affective 
messages 1 and arousing messages, respectively. 
Table 26. 
Results of the SEM for the Data Involving the Brand Love Scenario 
Antecedent Consequent b* SE p 
Brand love èVideo sharing 0.35 0.04 0.00 
Brand love èWOM 0.45 0.05 0.00 
Brand love èEmailing 0.35 0.05 0.00 
Brand love èTexting 0.40 0.05 0.00 
Brand love èReviewing 0.31 0.05 0.00 
Brand love èBlogging 0.26 0.05 0.00 
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Table 26 continued. 
Antecedent Consequent b* SE p 
Video sharing èValence 0.22 0.06 0.00 
WOM èValence 0.56 0.07 0.00 
Emailing èValence 0.01 0.07 0.94 
Texting èValence 0.10 0.08 0.21 
Reviewing èValence 0.10 0.06 0.11 
Blogging èValence 0.17 0.06 0.01 
Video sharing èCognitive messages 0.13 0.07 0.06 
WOM èCognitive messages 0.38 0.09 0.00 
Emailing èCognitive messages 0.07 0.08 0.38 
Texting èCognitive messages 0.16 0.08 0.04 
Reviewing èCognitive messages 0.15 0.06 0.01 
Blogging èCognitive messages 0.11 0.07 0.15 
Video sharing èPositive affective messages 1 0.26 0.08 0.00 
WOM èPositive affective messages 1 0.26 0.09 0.00 
Emailing èPositive affective messages 1 0.09 0.08 0.21 
Texting èPositive affective messages 1 0.03 0.09 0.71 
Reviewing èPositive affective messages 1 0.01 0.07 0.84 
Blogging èPositive affective messages 1 0.13 0.09 0.14 
Video sharing èPositive affective messages 2 0.24 0.09 0.01 
WOM èPositive affective messages 2 0.34 0.08 0.00 
Emailing èPositive affective messages 2 0.01 0.08 0.92 
Texting èPositive affective messages 2 0.03 0.09 0.72 
Reviewing èPositive affective messages 2 0.09 0.07 0.15 
Blogging èPositive affective messages 2 0.03 0.10 0.75 
Video sharing èNegative affective messages 0.02 0.06 0.78 
WOM èNegative affective messages 0.17 0.08 0.03 
Emailing èNegative affective messages 0.06 0.08 0.46 
Texting èNegative affective messages 0.05 0.09 0.54 
Reviewing èNegative affective messages 0.05 0.08 0.58 
Blogging èNegative affective messages 0.05 0.07 0.49 
Video sharing èArousing messages 0.01 0.07 0.94 
WOM èArousing messages 0.30 0.08 0.00 
Emailing èArousing messages 0.01 0.07 0.89 
Texting èArousing messages 0.01 0.10 0.89 
Reviewing èArousing messages 0.01 0.06 0.91 
Blogging èArousing messages 0.21 0.07 0.00 
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Results of the confirmatory factors analysis for the negative scenario. 
As a final check on the reliability and validity of the ACSII factors, Cronbach's alpha 
coefficients were calculated and a CFA was run to estimate convergent and discriminant 
validity of the factors. All reliabilities were excellent, with Cronbach's alpha coefficients 
above .90. The oblique model with the 6 ACSII factors was estimated and showed excellent 
fit to the data [χ2(390) 558.41, p < .00, CFI = .97, TLI = .97, RMSEA = .04, SRMR = .03]. 
All factor loadings were above .70, AVEs were above .65, and the square roots of the AVEs 
were larger than the intercorrelations among the factors indicating convergent and 
discriminant validity (Table 27).  
Table 27. 
Square Roots of the AVEs and Intercorrelations Between the ACSI Factors 
Video 
Sharing WOM Emailing Texting Reviewing Blogging 
Video Sharing 0.85 
WOM 0.15 0.81 
Emailing 0.20 0.35 0.86 
Texting 0.28 0.46 0.50 0.91 
Reviewing 0.37 0.25 0.28 0.37 0.90 
Blogging 0.59 0.14 0.21 0.29 0.37 0.91 
Note: Bolded items on the diagonal are the square root of the AVEs. All others are Pearson's 
correlations. 
Results of the SEM for the data involving the negative scenario. 
For a final check on nomological validity, a final set of SEMs was estimated with the 
same antecedent (opinion leadership, market mavenism, and satisfaction) and the consequent 
(message) variables of ACSII as was used with the positive clothing scenario. First, the 
measurement model was estimated and found to be a moderately good fit for the data 
[χ2(2309) 3298.67, p < .00, CFI = .94, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .03, SRMR = .04]. Items with 
loadings below .50 and one market maven item with multiple correlated errors were removed 
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and the model was re-estimated. The re-estimated model exhibited good fit to the data 
[χ2(2105) 2858.33, p < .00, CFI = .95, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .03, SRMR = .04]. All ACSI 
factors again had factor loadings above .70, AVEs above .60, and AVE square roots larger 
than the correlations between all constructs in support of convergent and discriminant 
validity. 
After confirming the fit of the measurement model, the structural model was 
estimated, which included the causal paths between the ACSII factors and market mavenism, 
opinion leadership, satisfaction, valence, cognitive messages, affective messages (1 and 2), 
and arousing messages. The model resulted in moderate fit to the data [χ2(2123) 2917.80, p < 
.00, CFI = .95, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .03, SRMR = .05]. One satisfaction item had a negative 
error variance, thus, this item was removed and the model was again estimated. This resulted 
in good fit to the data [χ2(1992) 2705.38, p < .00, CFI = .95, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .03, 
SRMR = .05] allowing path estimates to be evaluated with confidence. 
For the negative scenario data, opinion leadership was significantly related to WOM, 
emailing, and texting and approached a significant relationship with video sharing (p =.06) 
and blogging (p = .07) (Table 28). Market mavenism was significantly related to of online 
reviewing and texting. These results partially support hypotheses 1a and 1b. Satisfaction was 
negatively predictive of both WOM and online reviewing, which partially confirmed the 
quadratic relationship between satisfaction and the ACSII factors in support of hypothesis 2. 
Similarly, WOM and online reviewing had significant negative relationships with positive 
valence, which provides partial support of hypothesis 4. WOM, emailing, and reviewing 
were all significantly associated with cognitive messages, in support of hypothesis 5a. WOM 
and blogging were significantly related to positive affective messages 1, whereas WOM and 
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online reviewing were related to negative affective messages. These results partially support 
hypothesis 5b. Video sharing, WOM, emailing, and online reviewing were all significantly 
associated with arousing messages for the negative scenario, in partial support of hypothesis 
5c. Overall, these results partially support nomological validity. 
Table 28. 
Estimates for the SEM Involving the Negative Scenario Data 
Antecedent Consequent b* SE p 
Market Mavenism èVideo sharing 0.12 0.09 0.18 
Opinion Leadership èVideo sharing 0.17 0.10 0.08 
Satisfaction èVideo sharing -0.03 0.08 0.75
Market Mavenism èWOM 0.16 0.08 0.06 
Opinion Leadership èWOM 0.31 0.08 0.00 
Satisfaction èWOM -0.22 0.07 0.00
Market Mavenism èEmailing 0.12 0.09 0.16 
Opinion Leadership èEmailing 0.23 0.09 0.01 
Satisfaction èEmailing -0.02 0.08 0.83
Market Mavenism èTexting 0.19 0.08 0.02 
Opinion Leadership èTexting 0.19 0.08 0.02 
Satisfaction èTexting -0.13 0.09 0.13
Market Mavenism èReviewing 0.22 0.08 0.01 
Opinion Leadership èReviewing 0.11 0.09 0.23 
Satisfaction èReviewing -0.20 0.09 0.02
Market Mavenism èBlogging 0.09 0.09 0.29 
Opinion Leadership èBlogging 0.18 0.10 0.07 
Satisfaction èBlogging 0.03 0.06 0.65 
Video Sharing èValence 0.12 0.07 0.11 
WOM èValence -0.22 0.08 0.01
Emailing èValence 0.01 0.06 0.92 
Texting èValence 0.08 0.07 0.27 
Reviewing èValence -0.15 0.06 0.02
Blogging èValence 0.02 0.06 0.74 
Video Sharing èCognitive messages -0.03 0.08 0.71
WOM èCognitive messages 0.24 0.07 0.00 
Emailing èCognitive messages 0.14 0.07 0.05 
Texting èCognitive messages -0.11 0.08 0.15
Reviewing èCognitive messages 0.15 0.07 0.02 
Blogging èCognitive messages 0.02 0.08 0.82 
151 
Table 28 continued. 
Antecedent Consequent b* SE p 
Video Sharing èPositive affective messages 1 0.11 0.09 0.19 
WOM èPositive affective messages 1 0.21 0.10 0.03 
Emailing èPositive affective messages 1 -0.03 0.09 0.76
Texting èPositive affective messages 1 0.16 0.09 0.07 
Reviewing èPositive affective messages 1 0.09 0.08 0.23 
Blogging èPositive affective messages 1 -0.21 0.10 0.03
Video Sharing èPositive affective messages 2 0.00 0.08 0.96 
WOM èPositive affective messages 2 -0.08 0.07 0.26
Emailing èPositive affective messages 2 0.06 0.07 0.41 
Texting èPositive affective messages 2 -0.08 0.08 0.36
Reviewing èPositive affective messages 2 -0.05 0.07 0.51
Blogging èPositive affective messages 2 0.03 0.08 0.69 
Video Sharing èNegative affective messages 0.02 0.08 0.80 
WOM èNegative affective messages 0.27 0.07 0.00 
Emailing èNegative affective messages -0.06 0.06 0.31
Texting èNegative affective messages 0.12 0.07 0.08 
Reviewing èNegative affective messages 0.20 0.06 0.00 
Blogging èNegative affective messages -0.02 0.07 0.82
Video Sharing èArousing messages 0.14 0.06 0.02 
WOM èArousing messages 0.25 0.08 0.00 
Emailing èArousing messages 0.12 0.06 0.04 
Texting èArousing messages 0.02 0.07 0.76 
Reviewing èArousing messages 0.14 0.07 0.04 
Blogging èArousing messages -0.11 0.07 0.14
Summary 
Two rounds of data collection and five scenarios were used to refine the ACSII scale 
and confirm its reliability and validity. EFAs were conducted with the data involving the first 
negative restaurant scenario and seven latent ACSII factors emerged from the data. The scale 
was optimized and as a result, the number of ACSII factors was reduced to six, and the total 
item count to 30. The 30 ACSII items were then tested for reliability and validity across the 
remaining four scenarios. Cronbach's alpha coefficients across all scenarios indicated that the 
developed scale had excellent reliability. For each scenario, the 30-item ACSII scale fit the 
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data well and exhibited convergent and discriminant validity. Criterion validity was tested 
and established with the data from two scenarios. Nomological validity was partially 
established across the four scenarios. Although, not all of the hypotheses were supported, the 
variables exhibited consistent relationships across the four scenarios. The results of the 
hypothesis testing can be found in Table 29. 
Table 29. 
Results of the Hypothesis Testing 
# Hypothesis Result 
H1a Market Mavenism is positively related to ACSII. Not supported 
H1b Opinion Leadership is positively related to ACSII. Supported 
H2 Consumer satisfaction will exhibit a quadratic 
relationship with ACSII. 
Partially supported 
H3 Brand love will be significantly related to ACSII. Supported 
H4 Valence will exhibit a quadratic relationship with ACSII. Partially supported 
H5a ACSII will be positively related to cognitive messages. Partially supported 
H5b ACSII will be positively related to affective messages. Partially supported 
H5c ACSII will be positively related to arousing messages. Partially supported 
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CHAPTER 6.  DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
This chapter summarizes the importance of the current study and the steps taken to 
create a reliable valid scale for ACSII. Major findings are discussed, and theoretical and 
managerial implications are outlined. Limitations of the current study are noted. Finally, 
recommendations for future research are provided. 
Summary 
Consumers increasingly share information about products, services, and brands with 
other consumers via online and offline channels. They chat about purchases with friends, 
post pictures of new products on Instagram, write restaurant reviews on Yelp, and tweet 
about brands. Researchers have shown that these types of consumer interactions lead to 
increased sales (e.g., Chevalier & Mayzlin), purchase intentions (e.g., Baker et al, 2016), 
product judgments (Bone, 1995; Senecal, & Nantel, 2004), and product diffusion (Arndt, 
1967; Dwyer, 2007). However, despite the influential nature of ACSI, few researchers have 
created validated scales for ACSII that encompass the wide range of communication 
activities that comprise the construct. Harrison-Walker (2001) created a WOM scale and 
Goyette et al. (2010) created a scale focused on text-based e-WOM both for use in the 
services industry. Sun et al. (2006) created a scale that captured email forwarding and online 
chatting; however, this scale was not validated. In the digital age, consumer ACSI includes a 
wide variety of activities across a wide range of online and offline platforms; however, no 
prior validated scales include activities such as video sharing or online reviewing that are 
now common forms of consumer interactions. In fact, prior scales focus only on certain 
aspects of ACSI (e.g., WOM, online chatting) and not the range of ACSI that consumers 
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engage in. This leads to an incomplete picture in the literature on consumer communication 
of the impact of several constructs known to result in ACSI. If ACSI scales do not include 
the myriad of ways that consumers communicate, the full impact of an antecedent construct, 
such as brand love, is not known. Furthermore, no current ACSI scales have been validated 
across product, service, and brand scenarios making the prior scales limited in their 
generalizability. Therefore, to address this gap, the current research developed a reliable, 
validated scale measuring six distinct ACSII activities: WOM, video sharing, texting, 
emailing, online reviewing, and blogging, that were shown to be generalizable to positive and 
negative product and service scenarios. 
Eleven steps and three rounds of data collection were conducted to ensure a reliable 
and valid scale. First, a comprehensive literature review was conducted to define the 
construct of ACSII, investigate related variables, and place the ACSII construct in a 
theoretical framework. ACSII was conceptualized as a message sent through a channel by a 
source to a receiver that has an effect on the receiver. The source and receiver were 
characterized as having a relationship with each other (contact) and the communication was 
described as two-way between the source and receiver. ACSII communications were noted to 
be sent via online and offline channels with varying modalities: oral, textual, and visual 
communication. A pilot study was then conducted with a sample of 912 students to 
qualitatively confirm and adjust the conceptualization of the ACSI construct outlined in the 
literature review. The pilot study revealed that participants engaged in a variety of digital 
ACSIs including sharing text, image, and video-based messages via text message, instant 
message, email, social media, online reviews, and blogs. Despite being asked about digital 
ACSI, pilot study participants confirmed the importance of WOM by sharing these types of 
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ACSI experiences as well. The pilot study data were qualitatively analyzed, and 97 initial 
items to measure ASCII were developed from the analysis. The content validity of the items 
was assured through the comprehensive literature review, pilot data analysis, expert reviews, 
and pretests with graduate students.  
 The items were assessed for reliability and construct, nomological, and criterion 
validity. The items were refined with two samples across 5 consumer scenarios. The first 
sample was a nationally representative sample acquired through Qualtrics, a survey panel 
provider. The initial ASCII items, along with criterion and nomological variables, were 
administered to the sample via an online survey. The participants saw one of two versions of 
the survey: one involving a negative service scenario (a poor restaurant experience) or one 
involving a positive product scenario (discounted headphones). The first half of the data, 
involving the negative service scenario, was used to uncover the factor structure of the ACSII 
construct using EFAs. Then, the second half of the data, involving the positive product 
scenario, was used to confirm the reliability and convergent, discriminant, and criterion 
validity through CFAs. To assess nomological validity, SEMs were estimated. These 
analyses reduced the number of scale items to 30 and revealed six distinct, but correlated, 
factors: video sharing, WOM, emailing, texting, online reviewing, and blogging.  
 The reduced scale items and variables in the nomological network were then 
administered to a sample of 1,162 alumni of a midwestern university. Cronbach's alpha 
coefficients, CFAs, and SEMs were used to confirm the reliability of the scale, along with 
convergent, discriminant, and nomological validity, across three scenarios: a positive 
scenario involving both a product and service (online clothing purchase with fast shipping), a 
negative scenario involving a product and service (expensive product damaged in shipping), 
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and a scenario involving brand love. The reliability of the ACSII factors was excellent with 
Cronbach's alpha coefficients above .90. The CFAs and SEMs established the convergent 
and discriminant validity of the scale and partially established the nomological validity of the 
scale. These analyses culminated in a reliable and valid 30-item ACSII scale that was shown 
to be generalizable across positive and negative product and service experiences in the 
apparel, electronics, and food services industries. 
Qualitative Findings from the Pilot Survey 
 Participants taking the pilot survey were asked to describe their experience and 
motivation for engaging in an ACSI. Participants shared experiences, such as writing reviews 
online about a restaurant, texting photos to a friend about something they had bought, and 
forwarding videos of products. The majority of the ACSIIs involved text and image-based 
communications shared via text message, instant message, and social media posts with a 
close friend or family member. 
 The current research found that the most shared product category via digital ACSIs 
was apparel and accessories, followed by restaurants, personal care products, and electronics 
and software. This result is in contrast to the findings of Berger and Schwartz (2011) who 
indicated that packaged food was the most talked about product category. This conflicting 
result is likely due to the prompts used in the current study to gather information about the 
ACSI instances. Participants either saw an example ACSI concerning the purchase of a pair 
of shoes or the patronage of a restaurant. However, these differences may also have arisen 
due to the digital nature of the shared ACSI in the current study versus the in-person 
communications studied by Berger and Schwartz (2011).  
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 Pilot survey participants confirmed that ACSIs involved source, channel, message, 
receiver, effect, contact, and feedback. Participants (the source) confirmed a number of 
drivers for their ACSI including innovativeness, need for uniqueness (inverse relationship), 
value consciousness, opinion leadership, satisfaction, brand love, and intrinsic and extrinsic 
motivations. Prior research had outlined many of the drivers of ACSI that participants in the 
pilot survey identified. For example, Carroll and Ahuiva (2006) previously identified brand 
love as a driver of WOM, and Mowen et al. (2007) identified value consciousness as 
motivating ACSI. The current study expands upon this research, as pilot survey participants 
noted that the brand love and value consciousness of others also drove ACSI. Participants 
wrote that they engaged in ACSI, because a friend loved the brand or family member was 
looking for a good deal, for example. Thus, the pilot study of this current research showed 
that brand love and value consciousness directly influence ACSI, but also indirectly 
influence ACSI through other people.  
 Arousal was also found to motivate ACSIs, a result not indicated by prior research. 
Participants wrote that they engaged in ACSIs when they were excited about a product or 
angry about a service experience, for example. While prior research has not indicated that 
arousing experiences lead to ACSI, this finding is related to prior research such as Berger 
(2011) who found that arousing messages were more likely to be shared than those lower in 
arousal and Henig-Thurau et al. (2004) who identified positive feelings and the negative 
venting of anger as drivers for sharing information on consumer-opinion sites.  
 An aspect of ACSI that was identified in the pilot survey, but was not present in the 
theoretical model of ACSI presented in the current study (Figure 3, p. 19) involved the action 
of the source. Participants described their ACSIs in terms of phrases such as "I shared," "I 
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sent," "I texted," "I forwarded," and "I emailed," for example. These terms became an 
integral part of item development for the ACSII scale and were supported by prior WOM and 
ACSI measures. In a scale for eWOM on consumer-opinion sites, Cheung and Lee (2012) 
used the action of "share", and in a scale for online forwarding Sun et al. (2006) used the 
action of "forward." Although the action of the source was an important aspect of ACSI to 
the pilot study participant and was integral to current and prior scale items for ACSII, the 
action of the source was left out of the model of consumer communication outlined in 
chapter 2. The channel was described in terms of the physical channel and the mode and 
synchronicity of communication. However, there is an action of the source involving the 
channel that is critical to the communication, but that is not mentioned in the theoretical 
model. Berlo's description of channel as "hearing," "seeing," "touching," "tasting," and 
"feeling" may be more descriptive of the results of the current study; however, these 
descriptions leave out the physical aspects of the channel. Thus, it may be wise to update the 
theoretical model to include the action of the source on the channel (i.e., source > action > 
channel > message > receiver > effect). This conceptualization would include the 
characteristics of the source, but also the action they have on the channel to communicate 
their message to the receiver. Based on the results of the pilot study, this may provide a more 
accurate picture of ACSII. 
 Regarding the receiver of the ACSII, participants almost always described their 
receiver in terms of their relationship (contact) (e.g., "friend," "followers"). The majority of 
the receivers were rated as close ties. This result is in line with prior studies finding that 
social media users are more likely to share information with strong ties than weak ties 
(Bakshy, Rosenn, Marlow, & Adamic, 2012). However, the current research also found that 
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the definition of tie strength varied widely among participants. Family members are typically 
thought of as a close tie. However, some of the pilot study participant rated family as "not 
close" ties. In addition, social media followers were inconsistently rated by the participants as 
"close," "somewhat close," and "not close" ties. This finding adds to the body of literature on 
tie strength (e.g., Baker et al., 2016; De Bruyn  Lillien, 2008) by demonstrating the variation 
in tie strength definition interpreted by participants, which suggests that alternative tie 
strength measures (e.g., Bakshy et al., 2012) may be preferred over self-report measures.  
 Participants engaged in ACSI over a variety of channels including text message, 
instant message, social media, email, websites, blogs, and in-person using a variety of 
channel modalities. Whereas, the literature review identified oral, textual, and visual channel 
modalities, participants described the modes of their ACSI communication as in-person oral 
communication, and digital text, image, and video-based communications. Given the 
participant descriptions, it may be useful in the future to consider ACSI channel modality in 
terms of media richness. Media richness is defined as "the information carrying capacity" of 
a medium (1986). Because video has the capacity to transmit via oral and visual modes, it has 
more information carrying capacity than images, which are typically only visual; thus 
participants may have seen them as distinct due to the level of media richness. 
 Text, image, and video-based communications were sent by participants via all seven 
of the identified channels. These findings directly informed the items developed for the ACSI 
scale. The inclusion of these channels in the ACSII scale was supported by prior researchers 
who have studied ACSI via instant message (e.g., Riegner, 2007), social media (e.g., Trusov 
et al., 2009), email (e.g., De Bruyn, & Lilien, 2008), websites (e.g., Godes & Mayzlin, 2004), 
blogs (e.g., Lee & Watkins, 2016), and in-person (e.g., Baker et al., 2016). 
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 Participants in the pilot study shared ACSI messages that were both positive and 
negative. However, regardless of whether positive or negative ACSI examples were used to 
prompt the question, the participants overwhelmingly reported positive ACSIs. Consumers 
often engage in ACSI for self-enhancement reasons (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004) so the 
sharing of positive messages is more likely given the message would be a reflection back on 
the self. This bias towards positivity is in line with prior research indicating that positive 
content is more likely to be shared than negative content (Berger & Milkman, 2012) and adds 
to the research on message valence (Ahluwalia et al., 2000; Baker et al., 2016; Chen et al., 
2011; Dubois, Bonezzi, & De Angelis, 2016; Godes & Mayzlin, 2004; Liu, 2006). 
 Participants were not asked about the effect that their ACSI message had on the 
receiver. However, several participants outlined this effect. One participant indicated that 
their ACSIs prompted a consumer on the Internet to apply for a credit card. Another shared 
photos of a product, which influenced their friends to want to purchase it also. These findings 
are in line with prior research showing an arrays of consequences associated with ACSIs, 
such as increases in purchase intentions (Baker et al, 2016; East, Hammond, & Lomax, 2008; 
Lin et al., 2011; Park, Lee, & Han, 2007; Reigner, 2007), TV ratings (Godes & Mayzlin, 
2004), and stock prices (Luo, 2007).  
Quantitative Findings from the Development Sample 
 The 93 initial items were administered via an online survey to the development 
sample. The initial results indicated that the ACSII items were comprised of seven factors: 
video sharing, photo sharing, emailing, texting, online reviewing/social media posting, and 
blogging. The emailing, texting, online reviewing/social media posting, and blogging factors 
were all comprised of the text-based items, whereas the video and photo sharing factors 
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exclusively included the video and photo-based items, respectively, across multiple channels. 
As the scale was optimized, the photo sharing factor was found to cross load on several of the 
text-based factors. This suggests that participants didn't see a clear distinction between digital 
text- and photo-based communications, but saw them as similar or complementary actions, as 
they rated their intentions for these activities similarly.  Research that outlines the modes of 
processing of oral, textual, and visual information supports participants' lack of distinction 
between text- and photo-based communications. Oral information is processed by the 
auditory system, whereas text and images are processed through the visual system (Schwartz 
& Krantz, 2016). Thus, participants may categorize text and image similarly due to the fact 
that they are both processed visually. Conversely, video is processed through both the 
auditory and visual system, perhaps leading participants to rate this as a distinct factor.  
 The six ACSII factors were then evaluated for reliability and validity with the second 
half of the data from the development sample (i.e., the data involving the positive product 
scenario). The factors exhibited excellent reliability with Cronbach's alpha coefficients 
exceeding .90. The CFAs revealed that the ACSII factors also exhibited convergent and 
discriminant validity with factor loadings above .80, and the square root of AVEs exceeding 
the intercorrelations between the items. Additionally, the factors were found to be 
significantly correlated with the WOM frequency scale, demonstrating criterion validity. 
 The CFAs were also used to further investigate the structure of the ACSI factors. 
Whereas there was some evidence for an overall ACSII factor, the fit of the ACSII models 
was improved when the factors were correlated first-order constructs. ACSI is defined as an 
action (or actions) by an individual, who is not perceived to be involved in selling the 
product or service, that "impacts others’ expected utility for that product or service" (Godes 
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et al., 2005, p. 416). However, participants did not interpret the six factors as being 
components of a latent ACSII variable. This finding is not surprising given that prior 
research typically focuses on a single aspect of ACSI rather than an overall latent ACSI 
variable (e.g., Berger & Iyengar, 2013; Baker et al., 2016; Bronner & de Hoog, 2009). 
However, the present study adds to this body of literature by providing a reliable validated 
scale comprised of six correlated ACSI activities that can be used in future research. 
 SEMs were estimated with the second half of the data to evaluate the nomological 
validity of the ASCII scale. The structural models indicated that not all of the ACSII factors 
exhibited the same relationship with the nomological variables as expected based on prior 
research. Market Mavenism was related to video sharing, WOM, texting, and reviewing, but 
not emailing nor blogging. Opinion leadership was significantly related to video sharing, 
emailing, texting, reviewing, and blogging. Satisfaction was only predictive of WOM, 
emailing, and reviewing. One consequent variable was included in this round of data 
collection: message valence. Only WOM and online reviewing were found to be predictive of 
valence. These results partially supported nomological validity.  
Quantitative Findings from the Confirmatory Sample 
 The refined ASCII items were administered to a confirmatory sample of alumni of a 
midwestern university. Data from the sample was split into three depending on whether 
respondents saw the positive, negative, or brand love scenario. The factor structure of ACSII, 
as six distinct but correlated factors, was confirmed using the data from the positive scenario. 
The reliability and convergent and discriminant validity of the ACSI scale were established 
with each scenario. The excellent reliabilities of the scales for all six factors were confirmed 
with Cronbach's alpha coefficients over .90 for each scenario. CFAs on the confirmed the 
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convergent and discriminant reliability of the measures with factor loadings above .75 and 
the square root of the AVEs exceeding the intercorrelations among the items, again for each 
scenario. Criterion validity was established using data from the positive scenario, with the 
ACSII items significantly correlating with a validated WOM intensity scale. 
SEMs with the ACSII factors and the antecedent and consequent factors in the 
nomological were estimated with the data from each scenario. The factor loadings for the 
ACSI items were again above .80 and the square root of the AVEs exceeded the 
intercorrelations among the ACSII and nomological items, further establishing convergent 
and discriminant validity. The path estimates for the SEM models indicated partial support 
for the nomological validity of the ACSII factors.  
Comparison of Findings Across the Four Scenarios 
Four antecedent variables were investigated in relation to ACSII across the four 
scenarios: opinion leaderships, market mavenism, satisfaction, and brand love. Opinion 
leaders are consumers who are influential in a specific domain (Katz & Lazarfeld, 2006) 
whereas, market mavens are influential across a variety of shopping behaviors, such as where 
to shop and what to buy (Feick & Price, 1987). Opinion leadership consistently predicted 
video sharing, WOM, emailing, texting, reviewing, and blogging; however, market 
mavenism was not a consistent predictor of the ACSII factors. In the first scenario, market 
mavenism predicted video sharing, WOM, texting, and reviewing, in the second scenario, it 
predicted emailing, and in the third scenario it predicted texting and online reviewing. This 
result may lend support to the finding of Goodey and East (2008) who found that scores on 
the market mavenism scale were only weakly related to advice giving. In addition, Phelps et 
al. (2004) found that online "viral mavens" (i.e., those who forward two and a half times 
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more emails than average) "will only forward when they are in the right 'mood' and have the 
time" (p. 344) and that mavens were also more likely to disregard messages they deemed 
uninteresting. The findings of these prior studies suggest that market mavens may be more 
selective about the messages they share than previously thought, which may explain the 
results of the current study. The scenarios of the present research may not have provided the 
right impetus for the mavens to consistently intend to send messages across different 
channels (e.g., perhaps the mavens were not in the right mood or the scenario was not 
interesting enough).  
 In the present study, satisfaction consistently predicted WOM and online reviewing 
across three scenarios, but was not predictive of the other ACSII factors, except for emailing, 
which was only indicated for the positive service scenario. This finding is in line with the 
meta-analytic findings of De Matos and Rossi (2008) that indicated a significant correlation 
between satisfaction and WOM. However, the current findings conflict with those of Yang 
(2017), who recently found that satisfaction was not significantly related to e-WOM on an 
online restaurant review website. Additionally, relationships between satisfaction and video 
sharing, texting, and blogging were not supported. To the knowledge of the current 
researchers, no prior studies have investigated the relationship between satisfaction and video 
sharing, texting, or blogging, so the results of the current study may be the first to indicate 
non-significant relationships between satisfaction and these variables. This finding is 
noteworthy as consumer messages shared via blogging have been associated with attitudes 
and shopping intentions of the receivers of these messages (Hsu, Lin, & Chiang, 2013), thus 
it would be useful to know the drivers of this type of behavior on the part of the source. 
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 The relationship between brand love and the ACSII factors was only investigated in 
one scenario; however, all relationships were found to be highly significant. These findings 
are in line with prior research indicating WOM as an outcome of brand love (Carroll & 
Ahuvia, 2004; Batra et al., 2012). The current study also expands upon prior research on 
brand love by illustrating the wide impact of brand love across all of the ACSII factors. This 
is especially relevant given that few other antecedents investigated in the current study were 
found to influence all six ACSII factors. 
The ACSII factors exhibited consistent relationships with the consequent messages 
variables across the two positive and negative product and service scenarios (the 3rd scenario 
did not include all message variables). WOM and online reviewing were consistently and 
significantly predictive of positive valence. This result is expected given the positivity bias in 
ACSII messages that has been outlined by prior researchers (Berger & Milkman, 2012). 
These results are also in line with prior research involving WOM and valence (Harrison-
Walker, 2001). However, video-sharing, texting, emailing, and blogging were not consistent 
significant predictors of positive valence. Much prior research (e.g., Baker et al., 2016; 
Berger, 2011; Berger & Milkman, 2012) has focused on the effects of ACSI valence on the 
receiver; thus, the current study contributed to the extant literature via a detailed look at the 
influence of ACSII on message valence from the viewpoint of the source. 
Consistent relationships were also found between some of the ACSII factors and 
cognitive, affective, and arousing messages. WOM consistently predicted cognitive 
messages, positive and negative affective messages, and arousing messages. Emailing, and 
reviewing were consistently predictive of cognitive messages. The relationships of other 
ACSII factors to positive and negative affective messages were inconsistent across the 
166 
scenarios. Interestingly, video sharing, emailing, and reviewing were also predictive of 
arousing messages, but only for the negative product and service scenario.  
These findings enhance the understanding of the differences between the ACSII 
factors and their relationships to opinion leadership, market mavenism, satisfaction, valence, 
and cognitive, affective, and arousing messages. As the ACSII factors are correlated, but 
distinct constructs, it is not surprising that the relationships hypothesized around a single 
latent ACSII factor were not fully supported. This may be due in part to the fact that much 
prior research has focused on WOM and online reviewing. Thus, relationships between ACSI 
and other constructs (e.g., satisfaction) demonstrated in prior research (and used to develop 
the hypotheses in Chapter 2) may not be applicable to all forms of ACSII identified in the 
current study. Thus, it is not unexpected that the nomological relationships were fully 
confirmed for the WOM ACSII only. However, the consistency of the relationships across 
the four scenarios points to the nomological validity of all of the ACSII factors. Furthermore, 
the results of the current study expand the understanding of WOM and e-WOM by 
investigating the antecedent and consequent relationships for the six distinct ACSII factors. 
Theoretical Implications 
The major theoretical contribution of the current study is an ACSII scale measuring 
six distinct factors that has been demonstrated to have reliability, along with construct 
(including convergent, discriminant, and nomological validity) and criterion validity. 
Theoretically, the ACSII measurement tool may be useful to researchers studying ACSI and 
related constructs. Prior scales measure aspects of ACSII, but not the full set of six factors 
identified in the current study. The current scale expands on the validated WOM and eWOM 
scales of Harrison-Walker (2001) and Goyette et al. (2010) by creating a scale capturing both 
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WOM and eWOM that has superior reliability and is generalizable across positive and 
negative products and services, in contrast to the WOM and eWOM scales that were 
validated with services only. In addition, the ACSII scale improves upon the social network 
site sharing scale of Chu and Kim (2011) and the emailing forwarding scale of Sun et al. 
(2006) by providing a reliable and validated scale capturing sharing via email and social 
network sites. The current scale was validated with three samples across five scenarios 
capturing positive or negative elements for a product or service. The scale demonstrated 
excellent reliability and validity across each analysis. Thus, researchers can have confidence 
using the ACSII scale in future research. 
 ACSII was conceptualized as a single latent construct. However, analyses revealed 
six distinct ACSII factors. This result enhances the understanding of consumer social 
interaction as outlined by Godes et al. (2005). Godes et al. (2005) expanded the concept of 
WOM to include a range of interactions, such as WOM, email, and texting, in order to 
capture a "breadth of influence" (p. 416). The current research clarified this conceptualization 
of consumer interaction by demonstrating that there are six distinct ACSII constructs that are 
not explained by a higher order latent ACSII factor. 
 The current research uncovered differences among the ACSII factors and their 
relationships to the nomological variables. The relationships between the nomological 
antecedent and consequent variables and WOM were all significant; however, this was not 
the case for all of the ACSII factors. Opinion leadership and brand love were the most 
significant predictors of all ACSII factors; whereas, market mavenism and satisfaction were 
only significantly related to a few ACSII factors. To the knowledge of the present 
researchers, little research has distinguished between the varying types of ACSI. Thus, the 
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current study may be the first to uncover differences between the ACSII factors and their 
relationships to pertinent marketing variables including opinion leadership, market 
mavenism, satisfaction, brand love, and valenced, cognitive, affective, and arousing 
messages. Given the meta-analysis indicating the positive impact of a range of ACSII factors 
on sales (Rosario et al., 2016), understanding these differences among the ACSII factors in 
terms of their relationships to drivers and outcomes is relevant to researchers and marketers 
alike. 
 Additionally, the present research indicated that text- and image-based messages were 
not seen as distinct activities by participants, but were a part of writing emails and text 
messages. This result expands upon those of Lin et al. (2012) who conceptualized eWOM as 
being comprised of text and images. However, Lin et al. (2012) found that receivers rated 
eWOM that include images as higher in message quality and message credibility and more 
highly rated their product interest and purchase intention for the products mentioned in blogs 
with images. Thus, receivers distinguished between image and text, but in the current study, 
the source did not. 
 The current research also contributed a theoretical model of ACSII to the extant 
literature. ACSII was conceptualized as part of a framework including a source, channel, 
message, receiver, effect, contact, and feedback. This model was confirmed and re-
conceptualized with a sample of 912 people who had reported engaging in an ACSI 
experience. The analysis of this data resulted in the confirmation of the seven variables of the 
theoretical framework and the addition of an eighth variable to the model: action. This 
framework can be used in further studies investigating the ACSII factors as it outlines 
expected antecedent and consequent relationships of consumer interactions. 
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Managerial Implications 
Managerially, the contribution of the current study was a reliable and valid tool to 
measure consumer communication intention (ACSI) via video sharing, WOM, emailing, 
texting, reviewing, and blogging. ACSI is a powerful influencer of consumer behavior (Chen, 
Wang, & Xie, 2011; Katz & Lazarfeld, 1957/2006; McShane, Bradlow, & Berger, 2012; 
Rosario, Sotgiu, de Valck, & Bijmolt, 2016). WOM, a single aspect of ACSI, is the driving 
force behind 20-50% of consumer purchasing decisions (Bughin et al., 2010; Google & 
Keller Fay, 2011). Additionally, ASCI will become increasingly important for marketers to 
focus on, as Millennial consumers engage heavily in ASCI behaviors (Strutton et al., 2011), 
and this generational cohort has become the dominant consumer group in the U.S. However, 
despite the influential nature of ACSI, it is often perceived as difficult to control by 
marketing managers (Rosen, 2006) who struggle to integrate their digital communication 
efforts with their overall marketing strategy ("CMO report," 2016). 
The current study offers a tool to measure the potential for these influential ACSI 
activities, a tool that managers can use in a variety of ways. When developing a new 
marketing promotion, managers could test the campaign with a small sample of consumers, 
administer the ACSI measurement scale, and assess the likelihood that consumers will share 
the marketing campaign with others. With these data, marketers could also see the most 
likely channels that consumers would use to spread information, which could inform the 
creation of ad campaigns that could be more easily be shared via these channels. This beta-
testing approach would lead to more efficient and effective use of marketing dollars and 
employee resources to result in greater ROI. Simultaneously, this approach would serve 
consumers better, in terms of communicating information to them that they are likely to share 
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on channels they are likely to use. This would lead to greater consumer satisfaction and less 
disappointment due to missing out on critical promotions and events.  
 Many companies struggle with the ability to address customer service issues in real 
time and reach as many individuals as possible. This scale could also be used as a course 
correction tool to determine the potential viral impact of various marketing decisions, with 
the aim of maximizing or minimizing impact. For example, the marketer could develop two 
corporate responses to a failed service scenario (e.g., United's recent service failure involving 
a customer being dragged off a plane and the corporate response that went viral). Two 
scenarios involving potential corporate responses to the service failure could be given to a 
sample of consumers and the potential for consumers to spread consumer-related information 
given the response could be estimated with the ACSI scale. Thus, the potential for consumers 
to spread information about a company based on varying management decisions could be 
evaluated using the developed scale. This would mean that marketers would gain greater 
control over the flow of information stemming from the firm's actions.  
 The current study also revealed varying drivers of the video sharing, WOM, emailing, 
texting, reviewing, and blogging that were specific to each ACSI factor. For instance, 
satisfaction was consistently predictive of online reviewing and WOM for positive and 
negative product and service scenarios. Thus, if managers are looking to increase their 
amount of product reviews for example, they would be wise to focus on ensuring satisfying 
experiences for their customers. Alternately, managers looking to increase the buzz of their 
brand across a variety of channels would be prudent to invest resources aimed at developing 
experiences that lead consumers to develop brand love and opinion leadership, as these were 
found to be predictive of all six ACSI factors in the current study. These findings further 
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clarify certain consumer-related factors that marketers may wish to monitor depending on the 
ACSI they are interested in encouraging. Retail managers and marketers could monitor 
customer satisfaction, opinion leadership, and brand love within their current meta-data 
analytic activities and achieve an estimate of the potential spread of information. 
 In the pilot study, text message and social media were found to be the most popular 
platforms for spreading product- and service-related communications. Therefore, marketers 
should pay attention to this finding. In 2016, on average, chief marketing officers (CMOs) 
reported spending only 3.5% of total marketing dollars on mobile marketing. Marketing 
dollars devoted to social media were estimated at 11.5% ("CMO report," 2016).  
The pilot study also revealed that participants considered their social media followers 
to be both strong and weak ties. Researchers have found that strong ties are more influential 
than weak ties (Baker et al., 2016; De Bruyn & Lillien, 2008), and weak ties are important 
for information diffusion (Rogers, 2003). These findings suggest that social media may be 
the ideal platform to facilitate the spread of new marketing campaigns as social media 
networks were found in the current study to have a combination of strong and weak ties. This 
is especially relevant, as marketers still view social media as an emerging communication 
method to connect with their customers (Moorman, 2016). The findings from this study 
indicate the channels that consumers are using to communicate, and they provide a more 
granular view of the activities in which marketers should engage to maximize their efforts 
and budgets. 
Limitations of the Current Study 
 Although the managerial and theoretical contributions of the current study are 
significant, there are several limitations of the study that should be noted. The original pilot 
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sample was a convenience sample of college students and was skewed toward younger ages, 
higher education, and white race/ethnicities. Thus, the initial sample used to create and 
content validate the ACSII items was not a nationally representative sample. Additionally, 
analyses indicated that those who shared an ACSI in the pilot survey were more likely to be 
white than those who did not. This limitation was somewhat mitigated by confirming the 
items with second and third samples with broader demographic representation. However, it is 
possible that some aspects of ACSI may not have been accounted for if they were particular 
to a certain demographic left out of the pilot sample. Thus, these potential unknown factors 
may have been omitted from the original analysis and subsequently the initial ACSII items. 
Therefore, the ACSII scale may not be generalizable across all demographic groups. 
Additionally, all samples used in the analyses represented a Western viewpoint. Thus, 
the ACSII scale may not be generalizable to other cultures. Communication patterns of 
consumers in cultures with higher in levels of collectivism may differ from those of Western 
consumers. Thus, the reliable and valid ACSII scale may not exhibit these same qualities if 
used with consumers of non-Western cultures. 
Participants who couldn't imagine themselves in the scenario may have dropped out 
of the survey, introducing a selection bias not accounted for. As one participant noted in the 
comment section of the clothing scenario,  
I am male, color blind, and hate shopping, plus I have no sense of taste in clothes so 
the scenario was a complete, but pleasant, fantasy. I did answer honestly as if I did 
[experience the scenario].    
Other participants emailed the researcher and noted that they dropped out because they 
couldn't identify with the scenario. However, this limitation was mitigated as much as 
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possible through the use of 5 varying scenarios that were pre-tested with several respondents 
and checks to ensure that participant's perception of the realism of the scenario did not 
influence their responses to the ACSII items. 
 Another limitation is the lack of predictive validity investigated in the current study. 
As the ACSII scale is a measure of intention, it should be predictive of actual ACSI. Due to 
the use of hypothetical scenarios, actual ACSI could not be measured. Thus, future studies 
could administer the ACSII scale to people experiencing a real consumer scenario, then 
follow up at a later date to measure actual ACSI to assess the predictive validity of the ACSII 
scale. This would provide further validation of the ACSII scale. 
Directions for Future Research 
In developing a valid and reliable scale for six ACSII factors, the current research 
provides multiple avenues for future research. Future research could focus on the motivators 
for ACSII and uncover the core motivators for each ACSII factor. As noted in the section on 
hypothesis development of the current study, the motivations leading to ACSI are not clear in 
the research (e.g., Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004; Bronner & de Hoog, 2009). Thus, this scale 
for ACSII could be used to confirm the motivators for ACSI and discover similarities and 
differences in motivators among the six ACSII factors. 
 Future research could also focus on the outcomes of ACSII using the developed scale. 
In the current study, only WOM exhibited the expected relationship. Thus, further research 
could identify the outcomes of the six ACSI factors. Nyilasy (2006) noted that there are few 
studies investigating the consequences of ACSI for the communicator. Thus, future research 
could investigate variables such as ego enhancement and reduction of cognitive dissonance 
and uncover their relationship to each ACSII factor. 
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Additionally, potential moderators between brand love and the ACSI factors could be 
investigated. Brand love has consistently been shown to be related to WOM (Carroll & 
Ahuvia, 2001; Batra et al., 2012) and the current research demonstrated that brand love was 
related to all six ACSI factors. Future research could confirm the relationship between brand 
love and the six ACSI factors and investigate potential moderators of the relationships. For 
example, Sridhar and Srinivasan (2012) found that other consumers' product reviews 
moderated the effect of positive experiences on product ratings (i.e., the consumer gave a 
lower rating in the presence of positive ratings written by other consumers). Thus, the 
relationship between brand love and ACSII may be moderated by social influences. 
Finally, future research should continue to update and validate the ACSII scale. The 
digital channels used by consumers to communicate are continuing to evolve. As new 
technologies continue to be introduced, researchers could identify as of yet unknown factors 
that may become important to consumers in the future. Thus, the scale should be tested with 
new groups of consumers and new situations.  
Conclusion 
The current research developed a reliable and valid measurement scale for ACSII. 
This expanded on prior research developing WOM (Harrison-Walker, 2001) and eWOM 
(Goyette et al., 2010) scales, by creating a scale that measures six ACSII factors: video 
sharing, WOM, emailing, texting, online reviewing, and blogging. The scale showed 
excellent reliability and construct and criterion validity across four positive and negative 
product and service scenarios. Thus, the resulting ACSII scale is reliable, valid, and 
generalizable. 
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APPENDIX A 
PILOT STUDY INFORMED CONSENT 
Consent Form for:  Scale Development for Consumer Social Interaction 
This form describes a research project. It has information to help you decide whether or not 
you wish to participate. Research studies include only people who choose to take 
part—your participation is completely voluntary. We encourage you to contact us 
with any questions you have about the study or about this form before deciding to 
participate. 
  
Who is conducting this study? 
This study is being conducted by Amy Dorie, PhD candidate in the Department of Apparel, 
Events, and Hospitality Management. 
  
Why am I invited to participate in this study? 
You are being asked to take part in this study because you are a consumer who 
communicates about products or services. You should not participate if you are 
under age 18. 
  
What is the purpose of this study? 
The purpose of this study is to understand how consumers communicate with each other 
about products, services and brands. 
  
What will I be asked to do? 
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to complete a brief survey. 
  
Your participation will last for approximately ten minutes. You will be asked questions 
concerning your communication with other consumers about products, services, and 
brands. You will also be asked demographic questions. At the end of the survey you 
will be asked if you would like to participate in further opportunities to share your 
thoughts and opinions on this research topic. 
  
What are the possible risks or discomforts and benefits of my participation? 
There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts related to your participation in this.  
  
Benefits—You will be eligible to enter a prize drawing for a $50 gift card as a thank you for 
participating in this research study. We hope that this research will benefit businesses 
by helping them to understand how consumers share information about products, 
services, and brands. 
  
How will the information I provide be used? 
The information you provide will be used for the following purposes:  
To complete a dissertation in the Department of Apparel, Events, and Hospitality 
Management and to develop research on consumer social interaction to be shared at 
conferences and published in academic journals. 
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What measures will be taken to ensure the confidentiality of the data or to protect 
my privacy? 
  
To ensure confidentiality to the extent permitted by law, the following measures will be 
taken: 
All data for the study will be stored on a password-protected computer that will only be 
accessible to the researchers. You may choose to enter your email for prize drawings 
and/or to participate in further research. Your email will be kept separate from your 
survey responses to ensure anonymity. All email addresses will be deleted upon 
completion of the research. No other personally identifying information will be 
collected.  
  
Any records identifying participants will be kept confidential to the extent allowed by 
applicable laws and regulations. Records will not be made publicly available. 
However, federal government regulatory agencies, auditing departments of Iowa 
State University, and the ISU Institutional Review Board (a committee that reviews 
and approves research studies with human subjects) may inspect and/or copy study 
records for quality assurance and analysis. These records may contain private 
information. 
  
Will I incur any costs from participating or will I be compensated? 
You will not have any costs from participating in this study. You will be compensated with a 
prize drawing for a $50 gift card for participating in this study. 
  
You will need to complete a form to receive payment. Please know that payments may be 
subject to tax withholding requirements, which vary depending upon whether you are 
a legal resident of the U.S. or another country. If required, taxes will be withheld 
from the payment you receive. 
  
What are my rights as a human research participant? 
Participating in this study is completely voluntary. You may choose not to take part in the 
study or to stop participating at any time, for any reason, without penalty or negative 
consequences. You can skip any questions that you do not wish to answer. 
  
If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects or research-related injury, 
please contact the IRB Administrator, (515) 294-4566, IRB@iastate.edu, or Director, 
(515) 294-3115, Office for Responsible Research, 2420 Lincoln Way, Suite 202, 
Ames, IA 50014. 
  
Whom can I call if I have questions about the study? 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during this study. For further information, 
please contact the principal investigator, Amy Dorie, amydorie@iastate.edu, or the 
supervising faculty members, Ann Marie Fiore, amfiore@iasatate.edu and Telin 
Chung, tdchung@iastate.edu. 
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Consent and Authorization Provisions 
Your consent indicates that you voluntarily agree to participate in this study, that the study 
has been explained to you, that you have been given the time to read the document 
and that your questions have been satisfactorily answered. Please print this page for 
your records.
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APPENDIX B 
DEVELOPMENT SAMPLE INFORMED CONSENT 
Consent Form for:  Scale Development for Consumer Social Interaction 
This form describes a research project. It has information to help you decide whether or not 
you wish to participate. Research studies include only people who choose to take 
part—your participation is completely voluntary. We encourage you to contact us 
with any questions you have about the study or about this form before deciding to 
participate. 
  
Who is conducting this study? 
This study is being conducted by Amy Dorie, PhD candidate in the Department of Apparel, 
Events, and Hospitality Management at Iowa State University. 
  
Why am I invited to participate in this study? 
You are being asked to take part in this study because you are a consumer who 
communicates about products or services. You should not participate if you are 
under age 18. 
  
What is the purpose of this study? 
The purpose of this study is to develop a way to measure how consumers communicate with 
each other about products, services and brands. 
  
What will I be asked to do? 
If you agree to participate, you will be asked to complete a survey.  
  
Your participation will last for approximately 15 minutes. You will be asked questions 
concerning your communication with other consumers about products, services, and 
brands. You will also be asked demographic questions.  
  
What are the possible risks or discomforts and benefits of my participation? 
There are no foreseeable risks related to your participation in this.  
  
Discomfort - The survey may seem repetitive. There is repetition in the survey because it is 
needed to identify the correct way to measure consumer communication. Your 
patience is very much appreciated. 
  
Benefits—Rewards/compensation for participating in the study will be determined and 
administered by Qualtrics or the appropriate panel-organization. You will be 
compensated as previously outlined in your panel membership. Compensation will be 
awarded upon full completion of the survey questionnaire. 
  
How will the information I provide be used? 
The information you provide will be used for the following purposes:  
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To complete a dissertation in the Department of Apparel, Events, and Hospitality 
Management and to develop research on consumer social interaction to be shared at 
conferences and published in academic journals. 
  
What measures will be taken to ensure the confidentiality of the data or to protect 
my privacy? 
  
To ensure confidentiality to the extent permitted by law, the following measures will be 
taken: 
All data for the study will be stored on a password-protected computer that will only be 
accessible to the researchers. Any records identifying participants will be kept 
confidential to the extent allowed by applicable laws and regulations. Records 
will not be made publicly available. However, federal government regulatory 
agencies, auditing departments of Iowa State University, and the ISU Institutional 
Review Board (a committee that reviews and approves research studies with human 
subjects) may inspect and/or copy study records for quality assurance and analysis. 
These records may contain private information. 
  
Will I incur any costs from participating or will I be compensated? 
You will not have any costs from participating in this study. Rewards/compensation for 
participating in the study will be determined and administered by Qualtrics or the 
appropriate panel-organization. You will be compensated as previously outlined in 
your panel membership. Compensation will be awarded upon full completion of the 
survey questionnaire. 
  
What are my rights as a human research participant? 
Participating in this study is completely voluntary. You may choose not to take part in the 
study or to stop participating at any time, for any reason, without penalty or negative 
consequences. You can skip any questions that you do not wish to answer by closing 
your browser window and ending the survey. 
  
If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects or research-related injury, 
please contact the IRB Administrator, (515) 294-4566, IRB@iastate.edu, or Director, 
(515) 294-3115, Office for Responsible Research, 2420 Lincoln Way, Suite 202, 
Ames, IA 50014. 
  
Whom can I call if I have questions about the study? 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during this study. For further information, 
please contact the principal investigator, Amy Dorie, amydorie@iastate.edu, or the 
supervising faculty members, Ann Marie Fiore, amfiore@iasatate.edu and Telin 
Chung, tdchung@iastate.edu. 
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Consent and Authorization Provisions 
Your consent indicates that you voluntarily agree to participate in this study, that the study 
has been explained to you, that you have been given the time to read the document 
and that your questions have been satisfactorily answered. Please print this page for 
your records.
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APPENDIX C 
SCENARIOS USED IN THE CURRENT STUDY 
 
1. Imagine you are dining at a new restaurant in town and the service has been just 
awful. The waiter has a terrible attitude and didn't take your drink order for at least 20 
minutes. When the food arrives, you find that your dinner is completely 
overcooked, but the waiter takes another ten minutes before returning to check on 
you, so you don't bother sending it back to the kitchen.   
 
2. Imagine you have just bought a new pair of expensive headphones that are a top of 
the line brand. You are excited to try them because they are the new model that just 
came out. You try the headphones and find that you really like them--they have cool 
new features, good sound, look great, and are comfortable.  
 
3. Imagine you are shopping online for some new clothes. You visit a retailer's website 
and make a purchase. The clothes you ordered arrive much faster than you were 
expecting and upon inspection you find that they are better quality than they 
appeared in the photos online. You try them on and they fit well.     
 
4. Now, please think about a brand that you would consider to be your favorite 
brand- a brand that you really like. What is the name of the brand? 
 
5. Imagine that you have purchased an expensive product online and you just 
received it in the mail. You open the package and find that the product is 
completely damaged! You are angry because the product is no longer useable due 
to the damage. You try to contact the company, but two weeks go by and you have 
not received a response.
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APPENDIX D 
IRB APPROVAL 
 
